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DRAFT U.S. POSITION PAPER ;
ON
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF OBSERVATION POSTS
'_I.  The Problem : B ;

The U.S. Treaty Outline of April 18, 1962, contains in
Stage I, section E.2, a reference to the establishment of
observation posts as one of 4 group of measures to reduce the
risk of war in the context of general and complete disarmament,
This paper sets forth the United States position on the establish-
ment of observation posts as one of the separable, initial
measures that could be taken prior to agreement on Stage I.
(It supersedes those portions of DMP#17/1 of April 11, 1962,
which deal with observation posts.)

II. Recommendations

1. The U.S. Delegation should reiterate that it favors
the establishment of observation posts (OP} in certain parts of
Europe, the U.S. and U.S.S.R., as a separable, initial measure
that could be of value in enhancing military security, strength-
ening international confidence and facilitating progress toward
future arms control and disarmament measures. Any OP system
established prior to Stage 1 of an agreement on general and
complete disarmament should be experimental, and subject to
periodic review.

2. Following cthe determinaticn of a favorable consensus
in the North Atlantic Council, the U.S. Delegatioan should
initiate discussions with the U.S.S.R., oa an OP system having
the scope, capabilities and characteristics set forth below.
To enable each NATO member to safeguard its national interests
and to participate directly in the negotiations at the appro-
priate time, the NAC will be kept closely informed of the
course of negotiations.

GROUP 3
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3. To avoid creating a false sense of security, the U.S.
should insist on 4 system of demonstrable practical value for
those threats with which it deals, rejecting any system lacking
military utilicy or one intended merely as a symbolic gesture
to serve primarily political ends. The limitations of the
proposed systam should be noted frankly in both private and
public comment.

4. The U.S. snould oppose any OP arrangements that would
enhance the status of the GDR, formally equate NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, or serve Lo consclidate the gtatus guo in Central
Eurcpe. Rathar, the U'.S5. should, as appropriate, stress its
view that. by enhincing military security in Europe, an OoP
system of the kind discussed below shoculd facilitate progress
toward th2 reunification cof Germany.

5. While ceatinuing to oppose a link of the kind the
Soviets have propesed te troop reductions and denuclearization
in Germany, the U.S. should szek te avoid having the negotia-
tions break prematurely on this issue. Instead the U.S. should
probe fer confirmation of varicus informal indications that the
Soviets may be willing to make substantial modifications in
their propcsed linkage,

11T, Summsry Ceaclusions
An OP agreement of the kind that might be negotiable with

the U.8.%.R. could hsve the fullowing advantages and dis-

advanrages: :

L. Adviuntages

Ry suppiying early warning of military build-ups, an
effective OP system would incredse the rime available for
diplomaetic and militvury responses designed to prevent the out-
bresk of ncescilities and improve the capabilities for defemse.
Since OF crmtribute more to each side’s defensive capabilities
than to its offonsive capabilities, they could help to promote
increased military s:tability in Europe and slow down the arms
race in that arza, .hey would force any country planning a
surprise sttack either ro deny irself the use of facilities
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monitored by the posts or else lose the benefits of surpirse.
Thus, they would either help to deter a country from initiating
such an attack or, failing that, assist the other side to repel
the attack. They could also provide more reliable and timely
information during an international crisis and help to reduce
the risk of war through misunderstanding of the military posture

of the other side.

An OP agreement could also provide important ancillary
benefits to the West. It would open up for close observation
various localities in the U.S.S.R. and in the Satellites now
seldom seen by Western observers. It would substantially improve
our capability for the overt collectian of general information
on Soviet Bloc military, economic and :political conditions. The
advantage gained by the West in this area would considerably
outweigh any similar advantage for the Soviets given the intelli-
gence problem faced by each side. It would establish a
precedent for Soviet acceptance of inspection to verify later
disarmament agreements and might itself help to verify certain
ﬁ arms control measures instituted along with the OP, such as
i advance notification of certain types of military movements.

It may foster a greater sense of confidence in the
Satellites by providing a means for reassuring themselves about
Western intentions. This could contribute to the trend to
assert greater independence from Soviet controls. Finally, it
would strengthen European security generally and thereby create
a better atmosphere for a just solution of the German problem.

o AR

2. Disadvantages

The military .information provided by an OP system
could, in certain circumstances, favor an aggressor. Thus,
in the context of a Soviet-generated crisis situation, OP
could enable the Soviets to ascertain with greater certainty
than is now possible whether the West is preparing a firm
military response and, if so, what its scope and timing are

likely to be.

Discussion of a possible OP agreement could be used
"by the Soviets to:foptexyigisunity in the West. Agreement on
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a system likely to prove negotiable with the Soviets could
create a false sersce of security in Europe, thereby making it
more difficult for NATC members to meet their force and o
readiness goals.

IV, Elemeants of an Observation Post System

o h—

Objectives

Bisically, the cperaticnal function of OP is to increase
the probability of timaly warning of possible hostile action by
oppesing military forces, Of course no set of OP can guarantee
such warning for any specified type of hostile action. Moreover,
for certain types of hosvile action, such as the "bolt from the
blue’ surprise misgsile attack, it is doubtful that any system of
pests could provide useful warning. However, for a wide range
of more probable coontingencies, a properly designed system of
cbsarvation post~ can substantially improve the probability
of useful wirning. ‘he incrs=ased probability that such warning
would be svailable, ard would allew the defense to increase its
readiress, should ia itself help te deter such an attack.

Of course. if 1 nation were planning a deliberate
attuck, it is very uclikely rhat they would allow the OP to ‘
remain; but the removal of the posts, in itself, would provide
strategiv waraing. 3Similarly, even in time of crisis, the
relevant OF would aimost certainly be put out of operation
befeore an mggressive action was taken; but this also would
provide waruing.

in effecc. OF ciun provide evidence of good faith by the
fact that they are permitted to remain. In time of crisis this
couid be very wvaluable,

However, to perform this function they must be designed
so that if they were allowed to remain, they could give warning.
In short, they cannot provide valid reassurance unless they are
designed to bz effective. One can expect that they will remain
only so lecng as both sides believe that such mutual reassurance
is useful,
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Almost any uscful system of posts in which the principle
of reciprocity is maintained will be militarily more advan-
tageous to the West than to the Soviet Bloc -- both because the
posture of the West is defensive, and because our open society
provides the Soviets with much’ information at present. '

The objectives of OP can best be considered in terms of
specific functions related to various types of hostile action
which an ideal OP system should be able to perform.

1. The Ground Threat
a. Provide indications of preparations for probing'
actions or ''limited objective' attacks in
Central Europe (or elsewhere) using forces
already in position. '

b. Provide indications of a gradual build-up of
forces over a period of many months wWhich
might precede a large-scale attack in Central
Europe, or elsewhere.

c. Provide more reliable and timely indications of
a large-scale rapid build-up of military forces

preparatory to a large-scale military attack in
Central Europe (or elsewhere) .

9. The Tactical Air Threat

a. Provide warning of hostile probing action
using aircraft only, such as in the Berlin
area..

b. Provide warning of tactical air preparations
to support various types of ground activity.

3, The Strategic Threat

a. Provide indication of preparations for an air-
craft and/or missile strike against Western
Europe, in time of tension, or otherwise.
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b. Provide indication of preparation for an inter-
continental aircraft and/or missile strike, in
time of tension, or otherwise.

Of course any observation post system, of value in any'df
these roles, will also contribute to increased intelligence on
force levels, equipment, and routine combat readiness in the
areas under surveillance. Other useful intelligence may also
become available as a by-prcduct. Because ofthe existing informa-
tion asymmetry any increased availability of such intelligence
to both sides would work to our advantage. To maximize the
prospect of obtaining such intelligence, our negotiators should
seek to negotiate as much access for the observation posts as
possible. However, to demand tooc much access could make such
an agreement totally non-negotiable with the Soviets and could
result in premature termination of the negotiations. Therefore,
the OP systems proposed should be designed to make them effective
in providing the essential warning information, but should not
include features designed primarily to improve clandestine
intelligence. The systems will have to function overtly and
under surveillance by the host governments.

Negotiating Consideratioms

Since it is not known at this time how many posts or
what operational modalities can be negotiated with the Soviet
Union (or even what number and types of posts would be accept-
able to our allies) it is essential to maintain a flexible
negotiating position. The system of posts described in this
paper therefore should be considered primarily as an illustra-
tive example. It is to be used initially as a basis for
consultations with our allies in order to outline and discuss
the advantages and disadvantages of various types of systems.

It will be necessary to give consideration to a full
range of possible capabilities for a useful OP system,
recognizing th7t some desirable features will almost certainly

" not be negotisble, and that others may not be essential to deal

with the threits covered by whatever system may prove nego-
tiable to both sides. The miaimum requirement for a useful
system is that it must have practical military value for those
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threats with which it deals. While a useful system need not

deal with all possible threats, we should reject one intended A
primarily as a symbolic gesture or designed to serve primarily §
political ends.

Illustrative System of Posts

The proposed system of posts as listed in Annex A
consists of four basic groups, which complement each other.
(The list in Annex A is drawn from a more complete list in
Annex B which is designed to provide for various negotiating
contingencies.) The first three groups deal primarily with
the ground threat, although they naturally would be of value
in a coordinated ground/air attack.

The last group deals primarily with the tactical and
strategic air threat and should be considered a separate
negotiating issue.

The four groups of posts‘are as follows:

A. A border group of posts to monitor movements
between the U.S.S.R. and the satellites. '

B. Supplementary transportation centers in the
U.S.S.R. and the satellites.

C. Posts with air surveillance teams in an agreed
area.

D. Observation posts at military air bases.

In addition, as a collateral measure, we should propose
a system of observers with the "foreign' troop units located in
Germany. Such a system should be manned on a Four-Power basis
to avoid any participation or increase in status of the GDR.
‘Each of these components will be described separately, together
with a brief analysis of its contribution to objectives con-
sidered-earlier.
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The Berder Pests {Group A)

Location_of Posts

.

in the illustrative exsmple, {(see Enclosure A} this
first group is compesed of 24 posis. Seveateen of the posts in
this group are located at the traasloading sites of "change of
gauge' points between the railway svstem cf the Soviet Union and
the satellites. These 17 posts cuan monictor all railroad traffic
moving between the sateilives and the U.$.5.R, In addition, the
group includes two posts desigued to menitor rail movement into
the Caucasus which couid coustitute 2 threat to the Turkish
eastern frontier. The group alsc includes three northern ports”
designad to monitor mevement by ship in the Baltic which could:
bypass the rallwiy P, To deal with the threat of attack on
Nerthern Nerway, this group also dincludes two posts. one at
Petrozavodsk and cne at Kandulaksha, to give warning cof any

»

forward movement of Soviet divisions in this area.
Functions

All the posts in this group are {racsportation-type
pests. Thit is, the teams located at these posts would have the
respensibility of menditoring cranspertaticn activity within their
area of responsibility. Posts lcecated st seaports would monitor
loasding and unlosding of ships. as well as traffic to and from
the port by road, rail and ses. Ubservers located at the trans-
loacing sitas would meniter activities at the varicus transloading
sites along the particular riil line they were assigned. Observ-
ers located @t miajor rail and reoad trunsportation centers would
monitor rail and racd traffic passing through the center for
which they were respoensible,

Area of Access

In each case the specified area of access for the
obeervers wculd be determined by Lhe geographic extent of the
transportation complex, taking into account nearby routes which
mignt bypass the ccemplex. In cases where cobservers were
responsible for activities at LwG or more sepirate locations,
their fraedom te move without interference frem ope location

xq = p
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- to another would be defined in the agreement. The observers
would be equipped with appropriate transportation to allow them
to monitor their assigned transportation complex effectively.
Their transportation would include automobiles and, in appro-
priate cases, might also include helicopters. However, the
freedom of movementoof the .observers—ewven-by:air wauld be: limited
to the specific transportation complex for which they were
responsible. While access to other areas as a matter of countesy
would normally be permitted (much as for tourists) such access
would not be considered an intrinsic element of the agreement.

Relation to Threats

Since the bulk of Soviet forces which might be used as
reinforcements are located in the Western part of the U.S5.S5.R.,
the location of observation posts along the Soviet/satellite
border should provide both prompt and reliable early warning of
a large-scale Western movement of Soviet forces. Such warning
would give more time for both diplomatic responses to try to
avert hostilities, and for alerting and reinforcing NATO forces.

Value (threat 1-¢)

In connection with the central front this first group
of posts (Group A) would be useful primarily in connection with
the threat 1l-c, involving a rapid build-up of ground forces in
the satellite areas. The rapid build-up of a 50 to 60 Soviet
division striking force in East Germany and Western Czechoslovakia
would require at least 15 days of reinforcement activities using
the full capacity of the transportation system. Most of this
reinforcement would be by rail since the available road, air and
water transport would not add significantly to the reinforcement
rate. Any movement approaching this magnitude could be reliably
detected by this group of posts. Indeed, it seems unlikely that
such a movement would not be detected even by our existing
intelligence capabilities, but warning by the observation posts
system should be both more reliable and more prompt. To be sure
that such warning would remain reliable, provision should be
made to negotiate new posts if rail lines are build that would
bypass existing posts.

k
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tn addition this set of posts would be of censiderabla
vilue im connsction with 4 more gradual build-up of forces in
the satellires. 1t seems likely that a grudual buiid-up might
be detected {asz 1 consequence of chunges in the cheserved truffic
patternst even 1f the actual movement as 1t wenlL pasy the posts
accurred over small seccndary roads or highways which bypass
this group of posts.

falue frhreat 1-4)
This group of posts of course would ncv be of any
value in cennection with the ground threat i-n iavoleing harass-
ment or an avtsck with “limited objectives' by forces already
in pesition in or near Garmaay. Indeed it is unlikely that any
system of fixed cobsesrvation posts could be of much vailue in
cornection with this threat. The forces iovolved are so close
to the probsble line of contact that the time interval berween
when the forces might begin to move and when they would make
centsct with opposing forces would be too short to give useful
warning. 1o addition the deployment of the forces in this ared
is sucn thet sisationary pests could edsily be bypassed, unless
there were in extremely large number of posts. We believe that
early warning for this type of threat can best be provided by
observers assigned to the specific troop units in the sred,
{This concept is discussed later.}

Net “alue (Central Front}

Nevertheless, reliable early warning in connection with
threst l-c irapid reinforcement), and an improved capability
for threit 1-b, {gradual reinforcement). would be «f very con-
sideruble military value. The large-scale ground threat iavolved
in these centingencies is one for which NAIO has planned =
quclesr defense. Reliable early warning against such 2 threat
should provide time for the political consultations aeeded to
make this decision. In addition it should allow time for the
0.5, ro airlift reinforcements to the European theater or for
rhe UK tn move in reinforcements. The fact that this set of
defensive ilternatives would become available ta NATO should
macarislly improve our ability to deter such sn antacks
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it mignt be argued Lhat if such OP's were in place
the Soviets could simply begin a surprise attack with the forces
normally located in East Germany, and only when bring forces
across the Soviel border. This option, while possible, would
involve a great risk, It would give the allies an opportunity
to carry out extensive interdiction before any significant
reinforcements had moved out cf the rear areds.

Value {(Northern Area)

In the northern area the fact that one of the two
posts (Kandalakshs! chosen also coincides with a local troop
concentration should help to mske these posts useful in pro-
viding warning cof any of the three types of ground threat.
(Another post included in the next group of posts at Murmansk
is collocated with the other large twvocp concentration in this
area and should further improve warning in this area.)

Value (Southern Aresj

In the Scuthern area two posts monitor movement of
troops into the Caucisus area. While these two posts would
probably pick up large scale rail reinforcement of these units,
there are already sufficiently large numbers of troops in the
Southern Caucasus area Lo constitute a very substantial threat
to NATO forces in the area even without reinforcement. Warning
associated with this existing chreat would have to be provided
by posts in the immedistz area. Such posts are included in the
second ccmpenent of this system.

Supplementary Posts at Transportation Centers (Group B)

Desgcripricn

The posts in thais group (see Table B of Annex A) total
39, of which 26 are in the U'.S.S.R. and 13 in the satellites.,
The posts in this greup are based cn the assumpticn that air
surveiliance within the Soviet Unicn proper weuld not be nego-
tiable, but might be negetiable wirhin the sateliites., All posts
in this group are at transportation centers. Thus the same
principles concerning access and availability of transportation
described for the border posts apply to these as well. 1In this

)
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group, the fuaciicns of peosts in the U,S5.8.K, are somewharn
differen: tha the furctions of posts in she saveliltes
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With regard to the thraat o
area, the supplementiry prsts o the sarell inte
primsvily o menitor shifts of military forces within tLhe
satellife srea (nat mighs resulr o aa docressed thr:
some spacific Yime and piace.  The posts oheuld wisc be useful
in deteciicg gradus! increases in force levels within the
satellites thot wmight 5ake place withcut praducing 4 clear
indication at ~he border system of posts In addition, the
presence of Westers oheervers at & tnwumber of impertant urban
centers within the sareilites, should improve our kuowledge
of pelitical and cther develdpments in the ares.
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Because fized (bservaiion posts are of such little
value In rhe imrodiaz

Sorwird avea wheve mest of the ready
forcoes are cencentrated. oo fixed pouscs nave baaen suggesited
i (he Bast Gorm4n 4res.

r
{u

value of roste I 1.5.5.K.

Ganerally s ra king. hewowsr, the supplementary posts
within the U.8.5.R. are of greater i{mportunce than these within
tha sarcllites Whiie rhese posis caanot provide anything like
assured warcing. they <hcuid substantially increidse cur chance
of getring warning of .n dmpendirg zreund attack swva2ral days to
wevks helore iaere would be -0 indicarics at the boerder posts.
One of the morve likely wiys such warning might be chtained

weuld be from aboorimal movements ot railecad fiat cars pre-
paratcery Lo loading tanks and armored equipment at military
bases. While che number of posre suggested in this group
couldi act pussibly cover the very numercus +4reas where such

flat cars would he loaded, they can maintsin normal traffic
staristics at major rail centers.  Such a larges lesding opera-
ticn 4t maeny basa=s shoutd result in a substantlal chenge in the
patterns of traffic flow which ceuld be picked up by rhe
suggested 0P, Clesrly, weraing of tni¢ type could never be
detih itive ~inee it might result frem o variety oF ctner causes,
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Nevertheless, it could serve to prepare the West, so that
certain long lead time alerting operations could be undertaken.

This group of pasts also includes some posts in the
immediate area of the Southern Caucasus intended to improve the
probability of warning associated with hostile activity by the
forces already deployed in that area.

The group also includes observers at a number of ports.
These observers could report on any unusual changes in the state
of readiness of forces at the ports or on the departure of ships
from any port areas that might be potential military targets.
Such an indication could of course be either offensive or de-
fensive and weculd have little meaning in time of major crisis.
However, if such precautionary measures were to be taken at

other times it could provide important early warning of a
possible impending crisis.

Posts with Aerial Surveillance Teams (Group_C)

Value

This component of the system, for reasons of negotia-
bility, covers the satallite countries only. It would make it
possible for a smaller number of observers to do a better job
monitoring military movements within that area. It enhances
the capability of the system to recognize a military build-up
in the area even if it takes place slowly over a period of many
months . :

é\jeg(\t‘ir,‘lbilit)’ with U,S.S.R,

This pertion of the system is derived from the 1958
Soviet proposal! which suggested a zone of aerial surveillance
over Western Europe extending 800 kilometers east and west of
the line of confrontaticn., While the Soviets may not be willing
to accept this proposal 2t the present time, it seems desirable
to include it in our initial presentation. The addition of
aerial surveillance to the system results in both an increase
in efficiency and effectiveness and decrease in the number of
observaticn posts involved so that it might in the end prove
acceptable. With aerial surveillance teams included in the
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satellites the number of supplementary observation posts required -
within the satellites is much less than in the U.S5.5.R. and much I
smaller than would otherwise be needed. ¥

"Open Sky" type of serial surveillance operating from
bases outside the host country has been omitted from this
illustrative example. The introduction of this concept, in our
initial presentation, could be disruptive to the negotiation
because of Soviet identification of such activities with the
U-2 and unilateral intelligence operations., It would of course
provide an acceptable alternative from a Western point of view.

Location

Aerial surveillance teams could be based at the capital
of each of the satellite countries and be allowed freedom to
cover each country at will (within restricticns required by air
safety considerations). In total, five such aerial surveillance
' posts are suggested at the five satellite capitals: Prague,

§ Budapest, Bucharest, Warsaw, and Sophia. These posts located at
the capitals would also serve as contact points for dealing with
the host governments. These same posts would have responsibility
cn the ground for monitoring transportation movements within the -
local iransportation complex ({essentially as in other transporta-
tion type pnsts). They would alsc serve as the local headquarters
for other OP within each zatellite country,

i1
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While similar gerial surveillasnce teams are not ian-
cluded in the proposed system for the Soviet Union, we should
certainly probe the Soviets to determine whether or nct they
would be willing to accept such teams within the Soviet Union

SER I PR
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;ﬂ iu return for a smaller number of posts in the U.S.S.R. and
5 similar teams located in the United States. An illustrative
3 e Y . . . g

=i more limited list of such transportation posts for use wich

aerial surveillance teams in the Soviet Union can be obtained
in Annex B,

The East German Prcblem

It should be noted, however, that the concept of air
surveillance introduces serious obstacles to a successful nego-
tiotion, particularly as regards East Germany. There seems rO

[ e
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be no sound military reason for recommending that air surveil-
lance not include East Germany. One could argue that, as long
as we have the present military liaison missions there, and
especially if we also obtain observers with troop units, such
air mobility is not required, but it would certainly be desir-
able. Since the U.S.S.R. does not presently appear to favor
air surveillance anyway, it would probably not grant air
surveillance of the GDR except by insisting on direct negotia-
tion with the GDR. Moreover, the U.S.S.,R, is very unlikely to
accept air surveillance over any of the satellites without
obtaining it over West Germany. While the system of posts
proposed herein does not call for aerial surveillance over

any of Germany, this position is not likely to be negotiable.

Even if as expected, air surveillance proves to be
unacceptatle to the Soviet Union, a discussion of this element
should serve to justify other Western desires such as an
adequate number of OP in the Soviet Bloc, or adequate access
requirements, including, if possible, the use of helicopters
within the specific complexes monitored by OP.

Posts at Military Air Bases (Group D)

The possible value of observation posts at military air
bases will be discussed in terms of the two non-ground threats
considered under objectives above: the tactical air threat
and the strategic threat.

Potential Value (Threat 2-a)

It is difficult to visualize any serious tactical
aircraft threat fthat would not be part of a coordinated effort
invelving ground forces as well. One possible exception, how-
ever, is the harassment of the corridors to Berlin. This type
of activity would involve such a small number of aircraft that
it is unlikely that any conceivable OP system could provide
useful warning of it.
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Oy would expect that jarger scat2 qir activity would
be fully cocrdinared with ground operaticns,  Hven if D

specific ground harassment warse planned, ic seems niznly imo
prob ble thit the grovnd forces would not be iavetvaed 1t Ioast

t¢ the extent of s subsryntial aiert, Thus the rypes of warning
whicn might be cbraieed from tacticsdl air bases musl be com-
pared ia vimeliress ard reliability witn informarios tn couid
be chicined by moritoring large treop units

ALr uniis 4re ordinarily maintal: ed 10 o digne
of aiert, and the time delay from a decisicn to sci unod
crafu are actually in the atr <hould be subst.iiaily shortey
than tne corresponding cvime for ground forces, Most of the
dircrsfoc that would participa e in such limitad vactical air
CPRTAT 1O are lovat od in rwe East German ared, Largs scale
alr cporsticns from rheese baces sre alreaavy under surveiliance
by radsr systems 1g G0 rnnny und West Berlin. Moveover, o vaery
targe number of cbservation posos would be required Lo monitor
any ¢igrificane fraction of the force. Unless 4 cubstantinl
fraction of the air bases wers covered, hosrilae sctivitios cculd
take placz offectively using cnly those air base: oot menitored,
For thase veascns the vialue of cbservarion pests at tactical
iir bises in Eivt Cermany 1s considered sufficieoctly small that
they dare net ilucluded in the initial package.  Thi- belps to
avoid politicsl probloms th:t would be involved if it were
Arcassary Lo negeriate directly with the East Cermans., Oksorvas
vien poscs ar Soviat-eccupied vactical air bases in some «f the
sinetr satellites would, of course, have some limited value but
nel encugh ro assign them i high priericy.

forpotisl Strategie b2

SR 4tk e .- PGy &= e

Whzn air base OF jre considered freom the point of view
cf the strategic threat qassocidted with a large-scaie nuclensr
attack), the value is once again quite limited because such
sirategle striacks cculd be launched using only ballistic missiles
1% the initial scrika.
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E Potential Value {rhresr 3:a) o
This is particularly relevant when considering an H
attack on Western Eurcpe., At the present time the Soviet Union I
has such a large supply of MREM's and IRBM's that could be used ¥
_ against Europe that the role, or importance, of tactical air- e
craft could be extremely limited in an initial strike. i
. . '{i
Nevertheless, observers at such tactical nuclear air g
bases could face the Soviets with-a significant dilemma in &
launching such an attack, Th2 U.S5.5.R. would have to plan on &
a prompt counter strike by POLARIS missiles and ICBM's from ?
the United States. 7o leave aircraft in a low state of readi- é
ness would make them vulmerable to such an attack. On the other ;
hand, if the aircraft were to be placed in a high stake of i
readiness to take off simuluanecusly with the missile strike, d
indications of this state cof readiness could be picked up by £
observers at the air bases, aithcugh the warning time might be g
very short, ?
f ' L
',
Thus, observers at rhese buses would have some value F
in a "bolt-from-the-blue” attack., The existence of observers 1
would result either in providing earlier warning of the attack E
sufficient for NATO aircraft to go on ground or air alert, or E
would result in a marked decresse in Soviet sircraft that would %
survive for later follow-on attack. ﬁ
Unfortunately, hcwever, the number of such tactical air §
bases that it would be necessary to monitor is exceedingly large. 1
Consequently, while there will be some value in maintaining '
observers at all such air bases, individual posts at such bases 1
have to be accorded oniy a low to medium priority. While there '
are a number of Soviet tacticual aircraft located in the satellites,
there is no definite evidence that these are equipped with nuclear ;
weapons. The bulk of rhe aircraft that would be involved in a :
A nuclear strike are located in the Soviet Unioa. ;
Relation to threat 3.b
On the orher hand, it is extremely unlikely that the ;
: Soviet Union would initiate a2 major strategic strike at Europe :
: : i
: i
| ; b
i
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without simultaneously targeting the United States., Even if
they were to choose to do so, it seems certain that they would
at least place their intercontinental strategic bombers in
state of high-alert, These alerting activities could be
detected by observers located at the appropriate long-range
air bases. In this case the number of air bases invelved is
very much smaller and, consequently, the value of individusl

- .observation posts at the heavy and medlum bombear banﬁ is
- considerably higher. :

Potential Value (threat 3-b)

Of course, even a surprise nuclear attack against

-the United States could be mounted with missiles only, but

 (in the absence of observation posts) this is probably not

g

2022 e AR

the way such an attack would be mounted. A more probable

.strategy would be to launch the bombers first, so that they
sould be on their way, but well outside radar range, at the

time of the missile attack. If the bombers were used in this
way with OP's (which seems unlikely), a warning tim2 for the

U.S. mainland of about 4=~6 hours would result. Becausz of the -
relatively low alert status of the Soviet forces, lenger warning:
tlmes would be likely, These times are well within practical
limits from the point of view of OP communicatioms. They are
‘also long enough to permit valuable defense measures Lo be
~applied. : : »

Again, if the initial attack were mounted using missiles

only, to gain maximum surpirse, such OP's would, in effect,
perform the functioa of grounding the bombers from use in the
initial strike; leaving many vulnerable fcr retalistory attack.
Considering that the Soviets have almost 200 heavy bombers and
1200 medlum bombers, this would be a very useful OF function.

Suggested Posts

Accordingly, the proposed list of posts st air bases
gives highest priority to the strategic bember buses. in con-
sidering how to distribute OP at military air basz2s. it is
1mportant to recognize that a nation planning a surprise attack
would tr¥’to plan it w1thout employing those bases muclcored by
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observation posts.  Thus, to be militarily significant, OP's
would have to be placed st 2 substantial fraction (probably
at least 507%) of the total number of air bases of any type,

To avoid making the number of OP suggested in the
initial package appear excessive, it has been limited to 15,
This provides coverage ¢f the most ilmportant strategic bomber
bases in the Soviet Union, However, from the Soviet point of
view, this number is by ao means adequate to provide coverage
for rhe mcst important bomber bases in the United States, It
can be expocted, therefere, thet if the Sovicts are interested
in OP's at strategic air bases, they will wish to increase the
number on cur side well above the 15 suggested in this initial
package. If so, it would be Appropriate for the West to add to
its list of recommended posts 3 number of long-range and
tactical air bases tuken cut of the Prioricy 11 list of air
bases shown in Annex R,

The observers at these air buse posts would be equipped
with ground transportation to meve iround the immediate vicinity
at the pesc and their freedom ro do so would be specified in the
agreement..  They would be responsible for monitoring take-offs
and landings and for the stave of readiness of aircraft at the
air base.

Area Mebil: Ground Ohservation Teams
The concept of ared mobile ground observation teams, to
range over a wide area (similar to the 1lr surveillance teams)
has been omitted {rom this paper. It seems clear that this con-
cept: would be cne of the most objecticnable to the U,S.S.R. and
could also raise difficult prroblems in the NATO area. Such

‘ground mobile observaricn teams would also raise all the same

difficult political problems encounterad with air mobility,

Observers with Troop Units

Funcrions

GONTEVO Wit Lreen unics in the forward areas comple-
ment 0P monitoring franspartation centers far from the lines of

Qv.é:
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confrontaticn, While the OF can give early warning of reinforce-
ments moving towsrd the forwsrd areas, the observers with the
forward troop unite can provide early warning of concerted
activity which might indicate imminent harassment or attack.
Statiowary (P, as previously anted, are of very little value
here., Air surveillance, in this area where almost continuous

surveillance is required to provide the desired warning, would

be Limited in its usefulmess by the prevailing cloud cover.

Sinwe pericds of overcast ara quite predicrable, a potential
aggressor could take advantuge of predicted cloud covar to
iniriate = surpirse hostile acticr, (Elsewhere in Europe, _
furrher from the point of contact, the maia task of air surveil-
lastce is to menirar ferce levels, This can be done on an
intermittent basis.?

tr deal with rhe need for wsrning of hastile action by
croeps already nesr the point of centact the 11,S. should be
prepared o negotiate with :he USSR for the location of observers

with foreign troop units in Bast and West Germany. These negotia-

tioms should be handled on a Four Power basis to avoid any
dealings with the East German regime.

o £

Relation £o MIM' s

0f course valuablz information on the movements of the
Coviet troops in East Germany can be obtained by the existing
military iiaison missions, despite théir limited size and the
large restricted areas iote which they are aot permitted to
travael at the present time. The West should be careful not to
gccepl new arrangements in Germany which are inferior to, or

more easily abrogated than, the present arrangements.

* The V.S, should under no circumstances allow discus-
sion of chservers with troop units to endanger our existing
military liasison missions, We should therefore minimize any
crunzction between them, since their purposes are different,
sad should refuse to accept any change in their current status.
0Of course, Lf the Soviets chowad interest we would be prepared
to cirengthen them by decreasing, on a reciprocal basis, the
existing restricted areas, or =ven by adding additional per-
sonnel ro the existing missions,

T T T ARG MM g R TR W"'{l’f?ﬁaﬂ?i* RIS R
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¥
The usefulness of a system of observers with troop !

units will depend very strongly on the modalities, such as
communication facilities, freedom of access, number of ,
observers, and where they are stationed. The modalities - P
described in Annex E would be generally acceptable and might

be used as a basis for an initial Western preposal to tho Soviet
Union. Howcver. details ol the rights of access remain to be
worked out later. If appropriate modalitics can be negotiated,
these observers would constitute one of the most valuable compo- 3
nents of an OP system. However, they would be acceptable tolthe o
West only in the context of a wider OI' system and not as a.
separate easure.

PR

Advance Notification of Military Movements ?

This measure is closely linked to the observation post
question, in that advance notification of troop movements
would facilitate the work of observation post observers. It
is expected that as a matter of courtesy, and to avoid the
reporting of misleading information by the OP, host nations
will voluntarily notify the chserving nations in advance of any
movement oi mancuvers of military forces which are liekly to be
detected bv the OT'.

Expanded Radar Coverage (Overlapping Radar)

It is clear that an extension of our radar coverage into
Soviet Bloc territory, accompanied by extension of Soviet radar
coverage into NATO territory could improve warning - of air strikes
and thus help the defensive capabilities of both sides. Such
radars therefore might be added ©o the system at any time during
negotiations, or even after OP's were installed.

However, the prosent t{ilustrative system 1is already complex.
Sincce ¢xtended radar coverage, unlike the observers with the
troop units, does not fill a critical gap in the system, it seems
advisable not te iutroduce the additional radar covcrage at this
time, although iLs possible utility might be noted. A separate
paper on extendad radar coverage however chould be prepared to be
introduced at an appropriate stage in the negotiation.

P

i—
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I Modalitics_of Obncrvation Posts

General

One of the basic questiouns concerning OP involves the
degree rto which observers will have free accoos, and the degree
to which the bhost country will be able to menitor the activities
of the observers. This is a parcicularly sensitive igsue,
becatuse Lt will not only have a decisive eoffect on the value of
tie observarion posts, but can also determine whether the opera-
tion of the postp will reduce or add to existing international
rensions.  The nain principles which should guide the United

.

States pvosition on this subject are as follows:

a The observers should be granted cunough frecdom
of overent to wonitor adequstely the activities for
Cwihielh thoey are rosgponsiblo;

L.  hey should also be grauted enough freedom to
1low thom to maintain rveasonabls living conditions.
{This would involve, for example, access to a nearby
cown or cicy and frecdon to use stores and other

facilities ;

¢. All activities of the ohservation teams should
bo wverc. The host covatrry zhould bave full freedom
of access (within reasonahlce limits of privacy) to the
detivitiesr of the obscervers, so tpat it can assure

tacell that the toam 18 not Dﬁiug uncd for espionagoe

d. Whatever ruless sro agreed to should be
~oinvocal and styrictly entorced. A detected viola-
ticn ol thie rules could have scoriocus conscquonces.,

To dnelement this approach, the hest country should
sunply at least one liaison otficer for cach obscrvation teawm to
assiot then in their rolations witch the local government and

ponuiations. A liaison officer would be free fo accompany che

o1 ali coflicial tours in the prrformance of their
ility. The U.S. should insist on the adversary

in che manning of posts, with rost government liaison
sxercising no command function

falk AR SRNE s
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On the busis of these basic principles, the degree of !
access, communications facilities, and other modalities for §
each type of post should be agreed to in considerable detail. -
Coemmunications 3

The observer teams might normally use communication
facilities provided by the host country. In order to avoid :
gsuspicion of espionage, the messages should be open to the §
hest country, but a methed of authentication should be used. '
To avoid misunderstanding of routine reports by the press, a
code might be used that was known both to the host country
and the observers.

Messages should be scheduled in such a manner that
failure to receive a properly authenticated message would
provide timely warning. It would be desirable to provide
emergency radio-transmitting equipment as a back-up, in case
there is a real or bogus failure of the host nation’'s communi-
carions facilities. Each side should make its own arrangements
for collecting snd evaluating the reports sent by the OP.

The foregoing arrangements are intended to make the
OP unattractive fur espionage activities. 1t 1is clear that if
posts became involved in large=-scale espilomage activities,
they would cease to be welcome and would probably aggravate,
rather than reduce, international tensicns. This approach will
nocessarily limit the pasts to overt activities.

Arca of Access

Tn connection with the definition of access for the
observation ceams, it would be preferable that no effort be
made to defire a universal rule, such as a 15-mile radius.
Instead, the top~level negotiating team should determine in
general terms what ecach post is established to menitor. Using
basic agreed modalities for each type of post, teams of experts
should then define in detail the area of access required to
monitor the activities involved., (Accass to additional areas
would normally be granted reciprocally as a matter of courtesy,
just as for rourists). These basic required areas of access
should be clearly defined as an integral part of the agreement.

-
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Dispites

1t may be necessary to establish some coordinating
mechanism between the twe sides where operational problems can
be considered and disputes as to the fuactiooning of the posts
ironed our. 1o avcid any formal equation of NATO and the Warsaw
Pact, such a mechanism might be provided by periodic meetings
between representatives of the countries participating on each
side,

An Annex E, to be developed later, will contain a
more detailed treatment of operational modalities for observa-
tion posts, including manpecwer, equipment. and communication
requirements. It should be recognized that the value of the
system could be lost if these arrangements are unsatisfactory.

Reciprocity

While it is important to maintain a principle of
approximate reciprecity on the number and type of observation
posts on both sides, it is not possible or desirable to obtain
actual symmetry. The military and geographic situations are not
symmetrical, and consequently, the needs for posts on both sides
are not symmetrical. This lack of symmetry is acknowledged in
the attached illustrative list cf posts on NATO territory, in
that the numbers of posts in each of the four groups are slightly
different than for the illustrative list on Soviet Bloc territory.
However, to maintain the principle of raciprocity the total
aumber of posts on both sides is kept equal,

This equality werks to the advantage of the West,
because in almost all categories of pests a larger number is
required to provide the Soviet Bloc with a system comparable
in effectiveness to the proposed NATO system.

To illustrate this fact, nnly 17 posts are required to
monitor the bulk of fratffic between the U.,5.5.K, and the
satellites. To accomplish the same thing between the U.S. and
Europe would require posts elther at 211 major Western European

w
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ports or at all U,S, ports., In terms of the supplementary
transportation centers, the number of such majer centers in

the U,S. exceeds those in the U.S.S.R, while the number in NATO
Europe far oxceeds those in the satellites., The present proposal
suggests five posts wirh air surveillance teams, one at each
satellite capital., To provide the same coverage in each Western
capital would require nine posts even if Luxembourg were omitted.
The present proposal suggests OP's at 15 Soviet strategic long-
range air bases. To provide the same coverage over comparable
U.S. bases would require about 40 posts.

Thus it can be expected that the Soviets will continue
to demand posts on more than a one-for-one basis, Their 1958
proposal, for example, included 28 posts in Soviet Bloc terri-
tory and 54 posts in Western territory. The West may be able
to counter this argument somewhat by poinring out that posts at
Western cities cover more area and a greatzr volume of traffic
than posts at mnst Scoviet cities or at the translecading sites
and above all by stressing the distance and logistics problem
faced by the U.S. in reinforcing its troops in Europe as com-
pared with the Soviet capability.

Soviet Militarvy Interests

We can expect that from a Soviet military point of
view, their greaiest interest would center on the observers with
troceps in Germany, because of their professed fear of German
action or an over -response by the West to any harassment in the

Berlin area,

Thelr interest in monitoring reinforcements to Germany
from the U.S, or the rest of NATO would probably not be very great
because of their sbility to obtain such data from other sources.
On the other hand, if Khrushchev is leocking for an excuse to
reduce Soviet forces in Germany -~ despite cbjecticns from his
own military advisors =-- the introduction of posts to menitor

~stich freinforcements might provide an excuse,

It would seem probable that the Soviets might have a
real interest in posts at strategic:air bases in the United States.
In'view of the openness of our society otherwise, it is likely

et 0 ot e
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that they would prefer such posts even al the expensc of not
obtaining posts at U.5, seapcrts or rail ceniers. In fact,
the rail snd road net in the United Stutes is sc dense that

it is essentially hopeless to monitor with fixed posts. In ?
general in the V.S, ports make the only attractive locations o,
for transportaticn type OP's. %
: [
Illustrative List 1
An illustrstive list of posts that rhe USSR might :
desire, and which matches the proposed Western list in total ;
aumbers, is included in Anuex_A. ihis iist may he useful in
discussions in NATO, idowever, it <hould be emphasized that so
long as the principle of reciprocity is maint4ined, we would
expect the U,5.5.R, to inform us what Lype of system of posts
it wculd consider interesting, ;

The example shown in Apnnex A however, was designed
to provide approximate gymmetry between the [wO proposad systems
to avoid irresponsible charges of weighting the systems in our i
favor., While this effort at symmetry probably distorts Soviet
jnterests in the U.S.. it prebably does not distort them badly
in Eurcpe.

The first component (Group A) of the illustrative
system of posts in the NATO area is designed in analogy to the
barrier pcsts un the Soviet cavellite border. This group of
posts includes railwsy centers in France and the lLowlands,
near the German frontier. It also includes the major German
ports to the North Sea, and some major U.$. ports wnat might be
used as pcints cf embarkaticn.

The socond component (Group B) includes additional
ports in the U.S. and supplementary ports and ground trans:.
portation cencers in the rest of NATQ, As It happepns, DO
posts are suggested in Portugal er fceland since it is hard
to see what they would contribute from a Soviet point of view.
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The rhird component (Group C) includes posts for air
surveillance teams at most of the capital cities in NATO Europe.
However, some capirals are omitted where they are close to
other NATO capitals in the interest of keeping the list small,

The fourth component {Group D) consists of NATO air-
bases, The high priority ones included in the illustrative
system are all in the United States, although tactical airbases

in Europe are listed in the more detailed tabulation in Annex C.

The military value of observation posts from a Soviet
point of view is likely to depend greatly on the willingness of
NATO nations to accept posts on their territory.

Further discussion of the rationale for the illustra-
tive list of posts in NATO, from a Soviet point of view, is
included in Annex_C. This Annex also contains a more complete
list of posts in the NATQ arca which were used to coastruct the

e 2 e e e

The above illustrative list of posts in the NATO area
is included 4s an sid to NATO planning and to assist the U.S,
Delegation in evaluvating any list presented by the Soviets,
is net intended for transmission to the Soviets,
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Vo Political Cynsideraticns A ffecting Negotisiions
with the Soviers

From the "Summary of Past Discussion cif Observition Postg!
attached as Annex F, it will be seen that Soviet proposals for
nground control posts” have been subject o considerable varia-

tion since first advanced in 1935, Theugh set forth with '
varying nuances and lately with hints of possible modification; ‘
the one constant theme has been thit OP must be ilnked to ;
disarmament measures and specifically to reductions of foreign ‘

forces in, and the ndemiclearization” of , Germany. The impli-
cations of this approach must be seen in the tight of the con-
tinued Soviet interest 1n a Geyvman pedce tvealy, d non-aggression
pact and other measures LO consolidite the statds qug in Central
Europe (while changing that of Beriin).

In short, the Soviets have not In the past shown muach
interest in discussing the military gtility of conrrol posts
per se and have act viewed rhem as an arrangement to be super-
imposed on the existing polivical/military situation 1n Europe.
Rather, they appear te have congidered them as part of 2
process leading ultimately to a transfocmation of present
security arrangements in Europe inro scmething approudching a
tacitly, if not overtly, cooperative system, with substantially
reduced forces on both sidez of the dividing line. Such an
arrangement would in turn appear to itmply some common under-
standing regarding Germany. although presusmably this would
remain unstated.

So long as the Suviets pereist in linking OP wlth measures
having such polifical connotations. we should continue Lo
reject the linkage anda theve wonld be little prospect of a
fruoicful negotiation. There are indications, however, that
they may be prepared to modify the link, [f so, this may per-
mit a useful discussion which, tor the first time, could focus
on the military utility of an OP system.,

1f the Scoviets insist on an immediszie Tink to at least
nominal troop withdrawals, we could respond by puinting our that
US troop redeployments now In process will result in a reduction
of some __ US troops 1in Europe from the high point of
the build-up since 1960. We should suggest that 1t is now the
turn of the USSR to make equivalent unilaters! withdrawais from
Germany and/or Eastern Eurupe.

st i 6y ‘e
T SRR 4
ﬂ.—n—-&mm" )

Approved For Release 1999/09/08 : CIA-RDP79B00972A000100090006-6

$a gy
"
o X

. ERGTRT TT




. o

Approved For Rewwowmmooenmommooos-e
hgT

r

1 2 just possible that cconomic considerarions gnd the
milivary pressutes generated by the dispute with China may ine-
duce the Suviets o consider the establishment of OP s o teans
of facilirscing the future withdrawal of seme Soviel froops
from Central Europe. It is also possible rhat shey may in rime
abandon their propased links altogether as they have in comaecrion

with other negotiations when ready to achleve un agreement.

This would not imply that the Scoviets had abandoned the
political objectives which they now appear ro pursue. So long
as we make i1 clear that we are not prepared to accept an OP
system iacking military utility and justified primarily on
politiczal grounds, however, this need not inhibit An OP negoti-
ation. Morewver, we need not allow them to establish the political
framework for the discussions. We should, as appropriate, -et
forth our view that our OP proposal would facilitate the re-
unification of Cermany by strengthening Europedn <ectrity and
thereby creating a better atmosphere for a Just solntion of the
German problem.

The complexities of a militarily useful OP evsrem ave
such that o tengthy series of discussions wenld be regoired
merelyv to see ir there 18 any prospect forr an agreemeni, This
suggerts the desicqability of a deliberate approach Lo the
Soviet=, with a minimum of fanfare, ond with pubiie rescgaie
timn of the difficolties sStanding in the way of agreement, it
will be impartant to avoid bringing fhe aegorlations 16 4 head
prematurely.  Rather, we shouid seek to leave the matiern open
for dizcussion as long as possible to enable bath =ides Lo
take changing ¢ireamstances into account. In the TS BEETEES B P
arien mey Arise--1s L did in the cuase of the test ban Lreatye-
wherein the Soviets can be brought to accept an av o ord on 4
basi~ which, ontii now, they have rejected.

H
3

Vi, Moegallities for Nepotiations

Feliowing an inithral presentsiion of the broead 1S pwesition
in the ENDC., we vhould seek to arrange for a move detarled die-
cussion in meetings of the Co-Chalrmen. In view of the dite.t

“interest of other ENDC members representing the fwo sides. i

woirld be expecied that the Co-Chalrmen woold inviie chem to
pavliclipate in rheir discussling,

Such discirseions should be conducted on usn intormal basis,
It wostd ner be appropriate ta establish a formal ENDC cubrsammit.ree
for rhiz porpose sioee thal would violate the principie thao ENDC
.

. s

FraeErE—re——
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“should not become involved in arrargements pertaining to a
particular regiron.

This procedure woild have the advantage of flexibility,
enabling us to adjust the depth and pace of the dis~ussions to
our needs and thuse of owr allies. It would also aveoid having
to deal prematurely wirh the problem of agreeing =n the
modalities of a special conference which will probably be ne-
cessary for the formal neguriatica of an actual OP agreement.
The problems ui arranging for any =dch conference can be
deferred until grearer evidence of the possibility of reach-
ing agreement :g& in hand.,

1AL i — RS
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ANNEX A

ANNEX B

ANNEX C

ANNEX D

ANNEX E

ANNEX F

SRS —

LIST OF ANNEXES

T1lustrative Systems of Observation Posts for Both
NATO and the Soviet Bloc

Locations of Observation Posts in Soviet Bloc
Territory

Soviet Bloc Observation Posts in NATO Countries
Observer Teams with Foreign Troop Units in Germany
Operational Modalities for Observation Posts

Summary of Past Discussions of Observation Posts
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N A . i .

ILLUSTRATIVE SYSTEMS OF OBSERVATTION POSTS
FOR BOTH NATO AND THE SOVIET BLOC

¥i ' DURPOSE

The purpose of this Annex 1is to provide a simple listing of A
posts for illustrative systems which can be used to open negotiations.

DISCUSSION

The NATO posts that would be located in the Soviet Bloc area
are tabulated in Liscs IA, IB, IC and ID. The Soviet Bloc¢ posts
 that would be located in the NATO area are tabulated in Lists IIA,
'1IB, IIC and IID. The four lists (A B,C, and D) for each system
correspond to the four component groups of posts discussed in the
main paper: i

RELATION OF THIS ANNEX TO LISTS IN_ANNEX B AND ANNEX C

These illustrative systems are derived directly from the lists
in Annex B and Annex C. The lists IA and IIA are taken directly
without modificatien. The lists IB and IIB were derived from the
"R 1ists in the later annexes on the basis that air mobility would
not be available in the USSR or the USA, Therefore, posts in these
two countrics were derived from the alternate priority lists for

these two countries. Posts for the European NALO countries and the
Satellites were derived from the primary rather than the alternate
lists.

Since air mobility is assumed not to be available in the US or
the USSR, the posts in these two countries were dropped [rom the
basic "C" lists o zenerate the “C" lists in this annex,

Posts for the "D" lists were derived directly from the "D lists
in the later enclosures except that only Priority [ posts were used.
Priority II and Pricrity T1L air base posts have been omitted.

enSiGiR—
. N s /)
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LiST 1A ¢
;}' ¥
ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF TRANSPORTATION CENTERS B
CONSTITUTING A RORDER '"'BARRIER" IN SOVIET BLOC COUNTRIES -
Primary Post Agsociated Transloading Priority
staticns
1. Kaliningrad, USSR Braniewo, Chrusciel, Bartoszyce
2. - Skandawa, Peland Chernyakhovsk, Krasnovka, Mozyr "
- Novyy. Zheleznodorozhniy
3. Suwalki. Poland Trakizsi, Novo Moskava, "
Sheshtckay
4. Sokolka, Poland Grodno, Losos’na, Kuznica, "
Czarna Wies '
5. Berestovitsa, USSR None "
6. darewka, Pcland Svislaoch "
i. DBrest, USSR Zhabinka, Terespol, Malaszewicze "
8. Derchusi, Poland Kovel, East Yagodin, Grochonek, "
Chelm, Zawadowka
9. Ruva-Russkava., USSR None
10. Medyka, Poland Mostiska, Rsdnia Wola, Hurko "
Zurawica
11L. Sambor, USSR None
12, Chop, USSR Cerna. Zahony, Tuzser, Komoro "
13. Muokacheve, USER Halmeu "
14, Sighet, Rumania None "
15, Dornesti. Rumanis Radauti , "
16. Ungeny, USSR Holboca, Nicolina, Iasi "
17, Renis< USSR, Galati "
18. Armavir. USSR’ None TI
19. Astrakhan, USSR None "
20, lLeningrad! USSR None "
21, Taliin, USSR None "
22. Riga, USSR None "
23. Petrozavedsk, USSR None "
24,  Kandalaksha, 'SSR None , "
C Y m—
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LIST IB

** ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF SUPPLEMENTARY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS*

-3

City & Country a/ b/ City & Country a/ b/
~1. Kiev, USSR I 25 13. Pechenga, USSR I 36
2, Minsk, USSR I 25 ('port)
3, Lvov, USSR I 25 14 . Baronovichi, USSR I 22
- 4. Ulan Ude, USSR I 23 15. Lutsk, USSR I 22
5. Zhmerinka, USSR I 25 16. Kishinev, USSR I 22
6. Sovetsk. USSR T 25 17. Chardzhov, USSR I Note 3¥%¥
7. Vilnius, USSR 1 25 18. Tashkent, USSR 1 Note 3#%
8. Ternopol I 25 19. Baku, USSR I Note 1%%
9. Rovno, USSR L 25 20, Thbilisi, USSR I Note 1%%
10, Murmansk, USSR T 36 21. Slutsk, USSR I 25
(port) 22. Molodechno, USSR I- 25
11. Petropavlovsk, I 36 23, Shyaulyay, USSR 1 25
USSR (port) 24 . Korosten, USSR T 25
12, Vladivostock, USSR 1 36 25. Polotsk, USSR I 25
(port) 26, Kalinkovichi, USSR I 25
27. Bialystok, Poland I 16-17 32. Bratislava, Czech. 1 16=-17
28. Olsztyn, Poland I 16-17 33, Kosice, Czech. 1 16-17
29. Szczecin., Poland T 16-17 34, Szekesfehervar,
30. Debiin, Poland t 16-17 Hungary I 16-17
31. Trencin, 35. Gyor, Hungary I 16-17
Czechoslovakia v 16-17
LIST IC
;LLUSTRAT{VE LIST QF BASES FOR AIR MOBILE
QORSERVATLON TEAMS 1IN SOVIET BLOC COUNTRIES AND USSR
City & Country Type Page of
JCSM-773-63
1. Praguc, Czechoslovakia I 14
2. Budapest, Hungary I 14
3. Bucharest, Rumania I 14
4, Warsaw, Poland 1 14
5. Sophia, Bulgaria I 14
&/ priority, 2/ Page of JCSM-773-63

ek

Notes are on Page 15.

Arranged in approximate order of pricrity.

anhkiss—
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LIST 1D
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Name - Country

-

7
4

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF POSTS AT SOVIET BLOC AIR BASES

Dolon,
Engels,

Ukraina.

USSK

USSR
USSR

.Chepelevka, USSR

*Siguliai, USSR

Dlenegorsk, USSR

Anadvr/Levinka, USSR

*Baranovichi, USSR
*eauvrivsk

*Chernyakhovsk,

Vozdvizhenka,
Mczdok, USSR

Tartu,

Karankut, USSR

JSSR

USSR

Starokonstantinov,

UsSR

Tbilisi/Vaziani,

USSR

USSR

Pricr=-
ity

bt bt b i b i d 1

= k= 4

-

Type Base

Heavy Bomber Home Base

i
"
Vi

| A

Medium Bomber Home Base

L}

Light Bomber Home Base

s s 0 S

LA
1
T

1t

7"

1
11
i1

1t

1"

"

13

r

T

Offensive Fighter
Home

Base
Light Bomber Home Base

* Collocated with other observation pests.
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Light Jet
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LIST ITA
ILLUSIRATIVE LIST OF TRANSPORTATION CENTERS
CONSTITUTING A BORDER "BARRIER'' IN NATO COUNTRIES
City & Country Pricrity

1.  Mulhouse, France I

2. Strasbourg, France I

3, Nancy, France I

4L, Metz, France I

5. Luxembourg, Luxembourg I

6. Liege, Belgium I

7. Endhoven, Netherlands I

8., Arnhem, Netherlands I

9, Zwolle, Nethcrlands I
10, Croningen, Netherlands T
11. Tinglev, Denmark I

12. Hamburg, Cermany I

13. Bremerhaven, CGermany I

14, Bremen, Germany I’
15. New York, i'.S. II
16. Norfolk, Newpcrt News, U,S. 1T
17. San Francisce, Alemeda, Oakland,

Richmond, Mare Island, U.S. IT

18. Philadeiphia, i'.S. I1
19, New Orleans, U,S, II
20. Baltimore, U.S. 11
21. Bostcn, U,.S3. 1T
22. Long Beach, Lecs Angeles, U.S. 11
23, Seattle, Taccoma, Bremerton, U.S. I1
24, Montreal, Canada 11
25, Vancouver, Canada IT
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28,
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30

TLLUSIRATIVE LiSi OF

SUPPLEMENTARY TRANSPOR(ATION CENLERS

Marseille, France
Bordeaux., Francaoe
Antwerp. Belgium
Brusscls. Belgium
Rotterdam  Netherlands
Amsterdam, Nctherlands
Kiel, Fedl., Republic of Germiny
Bristol, U.K.
Liverponi. d.Ke
Portsmouth. U K.
Chartesten, U.Se
Duluth, Superior. U.S,
Chicago, U.S.

Housten, LU,S.
Calveston., .S,
Miobile. 11.S.

Savannah, U5,

San Diego, 11.S

Port Land {Ore.), Vancouver {Wash,), LU.S.
Detroitr, U.S.
Poct?Archur, Canada
Buffaio. i'.S.
Hamilcon, Canada
Orange (Tex.), U.S.
Corpus Christi, U.S,

Key West, ©,S.
s Jacksonville, LS.

Clewaland, UlS.
Milwsukee, U,S.
Tampa. U.S.
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LIST I1IC

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF BASES FOR ATIR MOBILE

ORSERVATION POSTS IN NATO COUNTRIES

1. Parié, France

2, The Hague, Netherlands
2. London, Umited Kingdom
4, 0Oslo, Norway

5. Copenhagen, Denmark

6. Reome, Italy

7. Avnkara, Turkey

8. Athens, Greece
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ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF POSTS AT U.S. AIR BASES

. Castle

. Loring

o  Walker

. Westuover
« Carswsll
. Altus

Amariil.:
Barksdaice

s

W L) RS = DO 00 OY PN s N R
e

. Beale
10, Bergstrom
1l1. Biggs
12. Blytheville
13, Clintoa~Sherman
14, Celumbus
15, Dow
i6. Dvessz
17. Eglin
18. FEllsworth
19, Fairchild

20, Slasgow
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AN ILLUSTRATIVE SYSTEM 0F
- 0BSERVATION POSTS
IN WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES

AND WESTERN RUSSIA ﬂ

LEGERD

A Group A Border Barrier

o Group B Supplementary Transportation Centers
= Group C Operating Base for Air Mobile Teams
o Group D Strategic Alrfields

&
2
Ly
2

80 0

UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALST REPUBLICS

20

x Caspian Sea
Q N 1 : )
- 1EFY

20001

Black Sea

BULGARIA
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AN ILLUSTRATIVE SYSTEM OF OBSERVATION POSTS
IN EUROPEAN NATO COUNTRIES
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A Group A Border Barrier
© Group B Supplementary Transportation Centers
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AN ILLUSTRATIVE SYSTEM OF OBSERVATION POSIS
IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA
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iR This document consists
of _ . pages.
No. of 7 coples,
ANNEX B Series # .-

LOCATIONS OF OBSERVATION POSTS
IN SOVIET BLOC TERRITORY

PURPOSE

_ The purpose of this enclosure is to rank in order of
priority proposed locations for observation posts in Soviet
Bloc territory, and to explain the rationale_as well as the
relationship to the original lists in JCSM-773-63. The more
extensive lists and more detailed information concained in this
annex are intended to provide a basis for flexibilivy in the US
position which cannot be shown in a single illustrative list.

1. Observation cf Ground Forces

In order to decide where to locate & limited number of
observation posts in Soviet Bloc territory, it is useful to
note the present deployment of Soviet Bloc troops (bearing in
mind that these troop deployments may be altered in the future).
From the deployment figures shown in Annex C, it appears that
the greatest ground-force threat to Western Europe lies with the
troops presently stationed within the USSR itself.

The most useful locations for observation posts to provide
the earliest warning of sudden large-scale reinforcements moving
out of the Soviet Union, would be posts located near the western
border of the USSR. About 17 observation posts, if properly
located, could monitor all rail traffic, and much of the high-
way traffic, across the border. Most of the ground-force
movement would be by rail, since the available road, air and
water transport capabilities in this region are small in
comparison with that of the railroads.

WA h aiz TELE Ml

. The usefulness of these border obgervation posts would be
E enhanced if they were located at the transloading sites where
% the rail gage changes from the wider tracks in the Soviet

4 Union to the narrower ones in the Satellite countries. Obser-
E, vation pests at these transloading sites could provide not

& only data’on the volume of rail traffic, but also information
% ' : .

2 GROUP_3

S e Downgraded at 12-year

: € ’ ot auto-
ki Approved For Release 1999/09/08 : C'A-RDP79BOO972AQ§EE&$§3$§B’-G2classified




Approved For ReleasMQlOQIOS : CIA-RDP79B00972A000100@20006-6

PP

on its natuse, La moving froight between the lines of different
gages, the predominant method consists of unloading boxes from
one freight car and placing them in another. This is usually
accomplished manually. For heavy and bulky loads, cranes are
used. For certain through passenger trains and special freight
cars, the wheel trucks are changed by jacking the car free of
its trucks, rclling them clear, and replacing them with trucks
of the other gage.

: T . . IR Most of
the rail lines crossing the porder have several transloading
sites on both the USSK side and on the Western side of the
border. Since therc are 50 transloading sites altogether, it
probably would not be wise to establish an observation post at
cvery transloading site. It seems more appropriate to give the
observers at a single site responsibility for monitoring opera-
tions at other sites on the same rail line. All the rail lines
can be monitored with posts at only 17 sites.

Supplementary observation posts at key rail centers, high-
way centers and seaports would also be very useful in monitoring
wilitary movements in the Soviet Bloc. The various lists of
post locations to be found at the end of this discussion are
arranged to facilitate selecting appropriate groups of observation
post locations to fit various agreements which might be
negotiated.

flhe first priority posts in List A contain 17 highest-
Aviovite transportcation centers. These are the transloading
statiorps which cover all the railway lines, and many of the
major biijiways, crossing the western border of the USSR. The
list is hased upon Page 22 of JCSM-773-63, with the following
moditfications:

1. Transloading stations were chosen rather than non-
transloading sites on each rail -line.

2y About Ralf of the sites were chosen on the Satellite
side, of the border, on the assumption that the total uumber of

S
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available pests in the USSR will prebably be limited, (It would
be feasible and acceptable to substitute other posts on either
side of the border, as desired.)

3, The primary purpose of this group of posts is to "seal"
the border. Thus, certain posts listed in JCSM-773-63 which are
not required to monitor rail movement across the border were
moved to List B (such as Barouovichi, Lutsk, and Kishinev).

The first 17 posts in List A are arranged in geographical
order, rather than in order «f priority. They should be con=
sidered as an inmdivisible group, since (a) 'sealing' the border
requires all these posts, or acceptable substitutes, and (b) it
can be assumed that these 17 posts could bte agreed upon if any
agreement can be reached at all.

The preferrad Westera position should be an agreement to
permit observers to visit at will the associated transloading
stations along the same railway line. These assoclated trans-
loading stations are listed in the second column., If this degree
of mobility cannot be negotiated, however, the 17 primary sta-
tions in List 1 would still be able to monitor all trains crossing
the western border of the USSR. 1In any case, the agreement should
specify that whenever a new railroad line is built across the
border in such a way that existing posts do not monitor it, an
additional post or posts will be established on the new line as
required,

All the attached lists of posts are so arranged that they
can also be used as building blocks from which various packages
of posts can be put together readily. These post locations and
their priority rankings are generally those recommended in
JCSM-773-63. For convenience of reference, the JCSM page
number is given for each location. All the JCSM locations are
included, plus a few additional locations, the reasons for
which are explained in footnotes. Where tankings are not given
in JCSM-773~63, they have been supplied on the basis of the
rationale discussed in this paper.

In general, emphasis has been placed on posts in major

cities in the western region of the USSR, the region in which
there is the greatest concentration of Soviet ground forces.

R
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List B contains additional transportation centers arranged
in order of priority, so that a negotiator can select the best
ones to use to fit any agreed total number., This list is
divided into two parts: A primary list based on the assumption
that observation posts for. air wobility. .. wouvld provide air
surveillance and a secondary or alternate tist which can be
used if air surveillance cannot be negotiated.

List C contains 5 locations of bases for area-mobile teams
in the Satellite territories, and 14 locations for similar bases
in the territory of the Soviet Union.

List D consists of groups of airfields of priority I, II
and ITII, respectively. The size of each list corresponds
approximately to the qumbers of airfields in JCSM-773-63 under
Tabs B, A and C, respectively. The rationale for airfield
selection and additional data on the importance of each air-
field is contained in Section 2 below.

The arrangement of the various post locations into separate
1ists with priority groupings was made to facilitate their use
in Annex A.

2. Observation Posté at Airfields and Missile Bases

JCSM-773-63 divides air bases into two general categories:
a) Long-range air force home and staging bases, and b) light and
medium bomber and tactical air bases. Although this breakdown
is convenient for purposes of analysis, the two groups are inter-
dependent.

The JCS preferred list (Tab A of Annex A of JCSM 773-63)
includes 22 air bases (five heavy bomber home bases and 17
medium bomber and/or staging bases). The minimum list (Tab B
of Annex A of JCSM-773) contains the same air bases as the
preferred list, except for the elimination of 8 medium bomber
and staging bases, for a total of 14 air bases. Tab C of Annex A
of JCSM-773, which is baséd updh no air surveillance, . includes
all the long-range bases of Tabs A and B plus 19 additional
medium bomber and/or staging bases for a total of 41 long-range
bases. "’
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Except to the extent that medium bombers are associated
with long-range air force bases listed in Tabs A and B, the
JCS recommend OP's at medium and light bomber bases and tactical
bases cnly in Tab C where no wide area mobility is assumed.
These bases arec divided into two priorities: All Priority I
bases (7 in number) are in the USSR. The Priority II listing
contains 37 bases in the USSR and 10 Soviet bases in the
satellite countries, 4 in Hungary and 6 in Poland. At Annex B
is a tabulation of the medium and light bomber bases .and
tactical bases mcntioned by the JCS indicating their priori-
ties, the countries in which they are located, and their TDI
categories. '

In addition to the bases mentioned by the JCS, this Annex
lists other Soviet~occupied bases in the Satellites, including
those in East Germany at the end of List D. The latter are
included to illustrate the posts omitted in East Germany.

Soviet Bloc airfields are tabulated in List D. Priority I
contains 15 top-priority airfields. Priority II contains 20 air-
fields of lesser priority, and Priority III contains 61 airfields
of third pr?ority,

:
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SUMMARY OF LISTS OF OBSERVATION POST
LOCATIONS IN SOVIET BLOC COUNTRIES

.Border Barrier Posts

A 17 of Priority I 8
7 of Priority II 8
Supplementary Transportation Centers

B 20 of Priority I 9
49 of Priority I-A 9-10
47 of Priority II-A 10
Bases for Air_§uryei11§ncqur:u&_

C 5 of Type 1 11
14 of Type 11 11
Airfields

D 15 of Priority I 12
20 of Priority II 12-13
61 of Priority III 13-14
21 Air Bases in Germany 15

LA ‘-‘ ey
FREEY
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DISTRIBUTION OF OBSERVATION POSTS BY LOCATION

NATO OP's in Warsaw Pact Countries

List A B C D

Priority I If I IA T1IA I II I II TIII Germany

Country

USSR 9 7 11 26 20 - 14 15 34 36 -
Poland 6 - 4 5 6 1 - - 6 - -
Rumania 2 - - 4 5 1 - - - - -
Czechoslovakia - - %‘ 6 4 1 - - - - -
Hungary - = 2 2 4 1 - - 5 - -
Bulgaria - - 1 6 3 1 - - - - -
E. Germany - - - - - - - - - 922
Total 17 7 21 49 42 5 14 15 45 36 22
Grand Total 17 24 5 19 15 60 96 118

cniGii—
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LIST A

N =

)

o~ oD

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
15,
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,

_8‘ -

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF TRANSPORTATION CENTERS

CONSTITUTING A BORDER ''BARRIER'" IN SOVIET BLOC COUNTRIES

Primary Post

Kaliningrad, USSR
Skandawa, Poland

Suwalki, Poland
Sokolka, Poland

Berestovitsa, USSR
Narewka, Poland
Brest, USSR
Dorohusk, Poland

Rava-Russkaya, USSR
Medyka, Poland

Sambor, USSR
Chop, USSR
Mukachevo, USSR
Sighet, Rumania
Dornesti, Rumania
Ungeny, USSH
Reni, USSR
Armavir, USSR
Astrakhan, USSR
Leningrad, USSR
Tallin, USSR
Riga, USSR
Petrozavodsk, USSR
Kandalaksha, USSR

Associated Transloading
Stations

Braniewo, Chrusciel, Bartoszyce

Chernyakhovsik, Krasnovka, Mozyr
Novyy, Zheleznodorozhniy

Trakizsi, Novo Moskava,
Sheshtokay

Grodno, Losos'na, Kuznica,
Czarna Wies

None

Svisloch

Zhabinka, Terespol, Malaszewicze

Kovel, East Yagodin, Grochonek,
Chelm, Zawadowka :

None

Mostiska, Rodnia Wola, Hurko
Zurawica

None _

Cerna, Zahony, Tuzser, Komoro

Halmeu

None

Radauti

Holboca, Nicolina, Iasi

Galati

None

None

None

None

None

None

None
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LIST B
TLLUSTRATIVE LIST OF SUPPLEMENTARY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS#*
City & Country a/ b/ City & Country a/ b/

1. Kiev, USSR 1 25 13. Olsztyn, Poland I 16-17

2., Minsk, USSR I 25 14. Szezecin, Poland I 16-17

3. Lvov, USSR I 25 15. Deblin, Poland I 16-17

4., Shyaulyay, USSR 1 16-17 16. Trencin,

5, Polotsk, USSR - I 16-17 Czechoslovakia I 16-17

6. Kalinkovichi, USSR 1 16-17 17. Bratislava, Czech. I 16-17

7. Korosten, USSR I 16-17 18. Kosice, Czech. I 16-17

8. Kazatin, USSR 1 16-17 19. Szekesfehervar, ‘

9, Zhmerinka, USSR I 16-17 Hungary 1 16-17
10. Slobodka, USSR I 16-17 20. Gyor, Hungary I 16-17
11. Osipovichi, USSR I 16-17
12. Bialystok, Poland I 16-17

1. Kiev, USSR I-A 25 17. Vladivostok, USSR

2. Minsk, USSR I-A 25 (port I-A 36

3. Lvov, USSR I-A 25 18. Pechenga, USSR

4, Ulan Ude, USSR I-A 23 (port) I-A 36

5. Zhmerinka, USSR i-A 25 19, Baronovichi, USSR I-A 22

6. Sovetsk, USSR I-A 25 20, Lutsk, USSR I-A 22

7. Yilnius, USSR I-A 25 21. Kishinev, USSR I-A 22

8. Ternopol, USSR I-A 25 22 . Chardzhov, USSR I-A Note 3%%*

9., Rovno, USSR -A 25 23, Tashkent, USSR I-A Note 3%%*
10, Warsaw, Poland 1-A 27 24, Baku, USSR I-A Note 1**
11. Prague, Czech. I-A 27 25, Tbilisi, USSR I-A Note 1%%*
12. Budapest, Hungary I-A 27 26, Trencin, :

13. Bucharest, Rumania i-A 2 Czechoslovakia I-A 27
14. Sofia, Bulgaria T-A 27 27. Zilina, Czech. I-A Note &4%*%*
15, Murmansk, USSR 28. Breclav, Czech. I-A Note 4%%*
{port) ' I-A 36 29, Slutsk, USSR I-A 25
16, Petropavliovsk, 30, Molodechno, USSR I-A 25
USSR {port) 1-A 36 31, Shyaulyay, USSR I-A 25
(Continued)

a/ Priority.

b/ Page of JCSM- 773563,

Lk Arranged in qpprox1mate order of priority. Priority I- -A and II-A

represent aiternates which could be used if air mobile posts cannot
be negotiated.
Notes are on Page 16.
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LIST B (Continued)

32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.

39..

40.
41.

42.
430
44,

45.
46.
47,
48

49,
50,
51.
524
53.
54,
55,
56,
57
584
590
60.
61
62,
63.
64,

*Notes

Foabts oo bbbale- Ps - v 05 wh i . o B adih  oIRALSTS

City & Country

Korosten USSR
Polotsk, 1iISSR
Kalinkovichi, USSK
Constanta, Rumania
Burgas, Bulgaria
Varaa, Pulgaria
Deblin, Pcland
Gdynia/lanzig,
Poland
Bialystck, Poland
Bratisiava,
Czechogslovakica
Cluj, Rumania
Plovdiv, Bulgaria
Scckesfehervar,
Hungary
Olsztyn. Pcland
Tabor, Czech,
Brasov, Rumania
Gorna Oryakhcvitsa,
Bulgaris
Turnoveo, Bulgasria
Tarskiv, TSSR
iissuriysk , USSR
Khabarovsk, USSR
Daugavpils, USSR
Shipetovka, USSR
Zhlobin, USSR
Orsha, JSSK
Vitebsk, USSK
Mogilew, USSR
Kazatin, JSSHR
Osipevichi, 135K
Fastov, USSR
Sarny, USSR
Luninets, USER
Lida('v“rh

N
n‘A

are on ngg* 16,
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b/
25 65,
25 66 .
25 67.
“VﬁtLS 68.
non 69 .
27
27 70.
36 7L,
27 72,
713,
27 4.
27
27 75.
76,
27
27 17 .
27 78.
27 79.
27 80,
16-17 81.
23 82,
23 83,
23
25 84,
25 85.
25 86.
25 87.
25 88.
25 89.
25 90.
25 91.
25
25
25
25
amijniigibi—
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City & Countxry

“Slobodka ;USSR
: Razdél/Nayaj 'USSRITVEI-A"

Klaypeda, USSR
Yokanga, USSR
Zaliv Vladimira,
USSR
Kecskemet,
Hungary
Szcecin, Poland
Kosice, Czech.
Bazau, Rumania
Gara Zlati Dol,
Bulgaria
Gyor, Hungary
Prezeworsk,
Poland
Ostrava, Czech.
Ploesti, Rumania
Stara Zogora,
Bulgaria
Kaposvar, Hungary
Elblag, Poland
Zvolen, Czech.
Satu Mare,
Rumania
Sliven, Bulgaria
Szeged, Hungary
Pilawa, Poland
Presov, Czech.
Beclean, Rumania
Poznan, Poland
Legnica, Poland
Ciceu, Rumania

cd/

TrET-A"

II-A
II-A

II-A

I1-A
II-A
II-A
11-A

II-A
II-A

II-A
I1-A
II-A

I1i-A
I1-A
I1-A
TT-A

II-A
I1-A
IT-A
I1-A
II-A
II-A
I1-A
II-A
II-A

‘25
‘25

25
36

36

27
27
27
27

27
27

27
27
27

27
27
27
27

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
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LIST C E

ILLUSTRATIVE _LIST OF BASES FOR
ATR MOBILE OBSERVATION TEAMS IN ;
SOVIET BLOC COUNTRIES AND USSR ‘

)
Page of
City, & Country Type  JCSM-773-63
1. Prague, Czechoslovakia I 14
2, Budapest, Hungary I 14
3., Bucharest, Rumania I 14 ;
4, Warsaw, Poland L 14 -
5. Sophia, Bulgaria I 14 -
6.. Brest, USSR 11 14
7. Trkutsk, USSR 11 14
8. Khabarovsk, USSR T1 14
9, Kiev, USSR 11 14
i0. Leningrad, USSR IT 14
11, Lvov, USSR IT 14
12. Moscow, USSR 1Y 14
13. Murmansk, LHSSR It 14
14, Odessn, HSSK Lt 14
15. Peiropaviovsk, USSR I1 14
16. Rostov, LEER IT 14
17. tbilisi, USSR It 14
18, Vilnius, USSR i1 14
19. Viadivesick, USSR Il 14

| AT 2 e s v SR
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LIST D

~
[}

T
4.‘1

-12-

USTRATIVE LIST OF POSTS AT SOVIET BLOC ATR BASES

N

A T A AT i K

Prior-
Name - Country ity  Iype Base
1. Dclon, USSR Iy Heavy Bomber Home Base
2. Engels, USSR I "o
3. Ukraina, USSR I " " woon
4. Chepelevka, USSK 1 " " oo
5.%Siauliadi, . USSR I " " "o
6. Olentgorsk: USSR I Medium Bomber Home Base
7. Anadyr/ievinka, USSR 1 " " " "
8.*Baranovichi, USSR 1 " " " "
9.*Ussuriysk
VYozdvizhenka, USSR I " " " "
10. Mozdok, USSR 1 " " " "
11. Tartu, USSR I " " " "
12. Karankut, USSR I " " " "
13. Starckcnstantinov,
USSR I Light Bomber Home Base
14, Tbilisi/Vaziani. I Offensive Fighter
USSR Home Base
15.%Chernyakhovsk, USSR I Light Bomber Home Base
16. Gomel/Pribytki, USSR II Medium Bomber Home Base
17. Zavitingk Nertheast, Long~Range Bomber
ISSR TI Capable Base (Active)
18.%Belaya/Tserkov, IT Medium Bomber Home Base
USSR _
19, Poltava, USSR e " " " "
20, *%Pecropavliovsk/
Yelizovo, USSK 1T " " " "
21. Mys Shmidta, USSR IT Primary Staging Home
' Base
22. Tiksi, USSR 11 " " "
23. Bebruysk, USSR II Medium Bomber Home Base
24, Priluki, ¥SSR 11 a " " "
25,%Stryy, USSR I " " " "
26, %Shchuchin, USSK IT Light Bomber Home Base
27. Sarabuz, USSR IT Medium Bomber Home Base
28. Bereza. USSR IT Light Bomber Home Base
29. Oktyabrskoye, USSR 11 Medium Bomber Home Base
30, Krustpils, ULSER 1T Light Bomber Home Base
31. Kalinin, USSR X Medium Bomber Home Base

,,.,.Qv..v_ﬁ T
SRR

*CollocatedVWI*h ather observatlon posts.

e

Probable

Supplementary Use

Heavy Bomber
" 2]

Light Jet Bomber

n

1" " "

Piston Trans-
port

-

Heavy Bomber

Light Jet Bomber

Light Jet Bomber
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LIST D tCont dy ~13-
Prior~ ‘ Probable
Name - Country ity Type Base Supplementary Use
32. Briyeni, USSR ITI Medium Bomber Home Base -
33. Daliyar, USSR T! Light Bomber Home Base -
34, Zhitowir/
Skomorokhi , USSR IT Medium Bomber Home Base -
35, Limaaskoye, USSR {1 Light Bomber Home Base -
36. Bvknov 171 Medium Bomber Home Base Heavy Bomber
37. Solusy 117 " " " " " "
38, “*minsk/Machulishche IT1 " " " " -
39, “*Deshas Southwest It " " " " -
40. Anisove Gerodishehe TII " " " " -
41, Khoroel East 7Lt " " " " -
42. Malitvopo) TET " " " " -
43, Mirgoroed [T " " " " -
44, Nezhin it " " " " -
45. Ryuzan/Dyzgilevo it " " ' " -
46, Spassk DNalniy East 111 " " e -
47. Belaya ITL " " " " -
48, Ostrov/Gerekhevka  ITT " " " " Heavy Bomber
49 . Aspidnoye 711 Light Bomber Home Base -
50. Derzya-North West
51, Sredniy TEL ulght Bomber Home Base Medium Bomber
52. Vorkuta-gast 1L " " =
53.#%Alekseyovks 170 Medium Bomber Home Base -
54. Arkbangelsk/Khelm  ITT " a " " -
55. Pachinck il lLight Bomber Home Base Medium Bomber
56, Artem Norin 711 Medinm Brmber Home Bise
57. *K11ixiwgrad/
Provere I " ' " " o
58. *Mal 3avr LT " v " " -
59, #¥Remanovks Wsst TIL " “ " " -
60. Saki TIT " " " » -
61, ¥Severomorsk TIY " " " " o
62. #Lluchki 1Y lLight Bember Home Base ~
63, #¥nikolayevka PN a " " " e
64. Blagoyzvo 111 " " " a Light Jet Bomber
65 Perg"lﬂd _‘l ]] 3] LI L 1 't 1A} "
66, *Grrodok TIT " " " " " " "
67. Kolomyya 17T ) " 1 " " 1 n
68. Kroechevitay TEr et " " ' "o "
69, Monchegersk 11T " " " " vton "

# AlrFL« 1ds Tocired ‘in Far Eastern USSR,

#Collocsted with other nbservation posts.
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LIST D {Cont'dl

70,
71,
72,
73,
74,

75.
76.

7

18~

79.
80.

81,
82,

83.
84.

85.

Name - Gountry
Panevezys
Postavy

#Riga West
Samtredia East
Gura Kyanari

Kirovobad
#Noverossiya
#EQOsinovka
Parnu

7.
Voznesensk
*Riga/Rumbola

*Ros
Khanskaya

Makharadze
#QOdegssa Central

Tiraspol

HUNGARY

86,
87.
88.
89.
a0,

wKiskunlachaza
Kunmadaras
#Budapest/Tokol
Sarmallek
*EDebrocen

POLAND

91.
92.

93.
94,
95.

96.

A, A T

Brieg
Aslau

Stargard
Zagan
#Konigsbherg/
Neumark
FRSprotisu

R
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71
ITI
ITT
T1I

I1x
LTI

I1I
IXL

ITx
Il
IiTt
ITL
LT

ITx
ITI

IIT
Iil
ITI
II1

~14.

Lype Base
Light Bomber Home Base
LI 1t 1" 1

1] " L} 1
1y 1 e 1A

Of fensive Fighter

Home Base
s L1 "

b} 1 1"

1§ r LA}

Long~Range Capable Base
{Not Active)
Offenqlve Flghter H.B.

LI |

" L} t"ton

Long-Range Capable Base
(Not Active)

Offensive Fighter Home
Base

Long-Range Capable Base
(Not active)

Of fensive Fighter
Base

Home

A 1e 1"
1] 1" "
LL 14 LA

Light Bomber Home Base

Base
Home

Light Bomber Home
Of fensive Fighter

Base
it 1" .4

T " 1"

i " 1]

" 1 "

1F Alrfields Treatred in Far Eastern USSR,
& Collucated*thh other nbservation posts.
¥RThese two airfleids
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Probable
Supplementary Use

T e D TR

Light Jet Bomber
1" t 1t

" 1" "
" " n

1" 1" L1
14 1t 1"
1t 1y 1"
" 1t "
1t 1" n

All-weather
Fighter

1" 1" 11"

" 1" 1"

Day Fighter
Light Jet Bomber

Day Fighter

o=

Light Jet Bomber
All-Weather Ftr.
n 1"t 1]

Light Jet Bomber

Light Jet Bomber

All-Weather Ftr.

Day Fighter
All-Weather Ftr.

but do have Soviet forces
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97.
98.
99,
00,

101,
102,
103.
104,
105.
106.
107,
108.
109.
110,

1

11,

112,
113,

1

14,

115,
116.
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Name - Country

Briesen, (ormany
Finow, Germany
Parchin, Germsny
Stendel, Germany
Wernsuchen, Germany
Welzow, Germdany
Gross Dollu, Germany
Juterbog, Germony

annidEiii— '
“]15e
Probable
Type Base Supplementary Use

Light Bomber Home Base Light Jet Bomber
" " 1 " 1] 1" 1" N

] " 1A} " 1f LA 1"
e 141 1" L3 1t " 1"
) (L] 1 2] " 1 "
n LA 1" L] " L] 1A

19 " " " "

Qffensive Ftr.
19 [ ] 1" 1" " 1" 1"

Putnitz, Sermany " e " " " "
Alt, Lannewitz, Germany " oo " All-Weather Ftr.
Grossenhsing Germany " v " " " "

by g o 13- " " 1A [ " 1" "
Kothen, Germany
Merseburg, Germany ' e " " "
Rechlia/larz, Garmany " e " " " "

1t #e " 1A

Altenberg, Germany
Finsterwilde, Germany
Neuruppin, Germany
Wittsvock, Garmany
Zerbst, Germany
Kumm2rsdrrf, Germany

Orienburg, Germany

Brandis, Germany

¥

Day Fighter
" 1t

i noon Ve " it
" "o " .
" "noon 1 -

Long-Range Bomber
Capable Base (Active)
Long-Range Bomber
Capable Base {Active)
Long-Rangs Bomber Day Fighter
Capable Base (Not
Active)

Piston Transport

Light Jet Bomber

e ; i
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WwUrES FOR LESTS UF POST LOCATTONS

lLocaticnus &-18, A-~19, B-24, and B-25 (alternate B
tist) were added to cover rail lines leading to the
furkish border.

lLocations A-20, A-21, and A-22 are three Baltic ports
which might be used to bypass the rall observation posts
alomg ths [DSSR border.

Locations 1B-22 and B-23 (alternate B List) were added to ;
cover rail lines leading toward the Middle East countries.

Locaticas B-26, B-27 and B-28 (alternate B List) can
monitor all rail traffic between Hungary and Poland which
does net enicer Austria or the USSR, (The border posts

in List A monitor the traffic which goes via the USSR.)

ILocations B-35, B-36 and B-37 are three Black Sea ports

which might He used to bypass the rail observation posts
aleng tie USSR berder. '

R ——

PR LI
Ly i oat < e
)

Approved For Release 1999/09/08 : CIA-RDP79B00972A000100090006-6 53‘

il T




e R v a9 .% Y g T SA ALy Y 1 R AR Y Y e . ST

Approved For Releas¥%@89/09/038 ™ O S¥™00972A0001008¢006-6 :
ANNEX G

SOVIET BLOC CBSERVATION POSTS TN NATO COUNTRIES

|
INTRODUCT ION §
{

-  The following discussion and illustrative listings of potential ;
locations of Soviet Bloc posts in the NATO area are set forth §
primarily as an aid to planning within NATO. They are not intended j
as a list which we would cffer the Soviets since we wmust expect that §
they will be prepared to state their own requirements., Statod :
Soviet requirements would then be referrad to NATD for consideration »
and approval by the countries concerned, '

Soviet priceities for chservation posts in the NATO area are
likely to differ substantially from ours in the Soviet Blee,
Beyond this we can only speculate about specific Soviet OP require-
ments. Accordingly, nce effort has been made to analyze anticipated
Soviet requirements in detail, and the listing shown represents
almost a mirror image ol cur own Cconrerns.  We shall want to insist
on maintaining overall rveciprocity, but we should act insist that
they select the same number of posts of ecach type as we do.

THREATS OF TROBABLE CONCERN TO THE SOVIKTS

Hence, starting with the premise thar Soviet military councern
generally parzailel thuse of the NATO countries, but with different
emphasis and priovities because of {1) geographical differences,

(2) pelitical differences between NATD and rhe Warsaw Pact, and

(3) differences in current military capabilities, several lists of
OP's have been preparad, These 0P's would be intended to provide

the Soviets with significant and timely informaticn regarding several
types of militarv threats;

1. The Ground Threst

a. Provide warnirg ef a dangersus Western response to
interference with the Berlin corriders, or of a
Wesrera intent to capitalize on a Sovieb Bloa crisis.

L. Provide indicatisms of 3 gradual build-up of Western
forcas In rope er Germanyv,
: P GRCUP 3
This document consists of kb Dowrgraded at 12 year

J<ipages. Number 3. of .- T intervals: npot auto~
o et ~ - - I Fre < s P i Ky o
copies., Serias ..k maticailv declassified.
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¢. Provide more reliable indication of a rapid large-
scale reinforcement of Western Foerees.

2. The Tactical Air Threat (LEuropean Based)

Provide warning of a Western tactical air iuwitiative
in a crisis, or limited conflict situation.

3. The Strategic Threat (U.S. Based)
" provide warning of impending U.5. nuclear tasponse.

Broadly speaking, the Soviets can already obtain warning
quite reliably of threats 1-3 and l-¢ from cpen sources and available
intelligence. However, their isformaticn concerning threat l-a
may be comparatively inadequace. Thus, one can expect that the
Soviets will be more interested in observers with treoop units in
Germany and less interested in barrier type posts than the West.
The comparative adequacy of their information on oormal or routine
Western operations should alsc iead them to be more interested in
posts at rail and road centers on the Continent, that would be
involved in a quick response, than in U.S. or European posts
asscciated with slcwer tramsaclantic speratioms.

The relative strength of the Soviet army compared to NATO
ground forces will probabiy lead them tco be much more concerned
about NATO nuclear responses than about any action by NATO ground
forces, Thus, they may piace greater emphasis cn monitoring
airbases than transportation centers.

It is quite likely that a preferred list of OP's for the
Soviet Bloc would include many U.S. strategic air bases and very
few, if any, U.S5. ports or rail centers. In Eurcope their main
interest would probably be the observers with troop anits and
rail and road centers feeding tcward the point of contact between
East {apgd West.

While these differences in cmphasis seem probable, cne cannot
be sure cf Soviet objectives. In these circumstances it would be
appropriate for us to jndicate initially that we assume they will

3t FR

i o e O D
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be interested in a system of posts roughly symmetrical with that
which we want in their area, Nevertheless, because of geographical
and military differences between East and West, it is not

appropriate to try to make the lists of posts match in precise detail.

R R

L wmew

RATIONALE OF ILLUSTRATIVE POST SELECTION

To deal with any Soviet concern with a build-up of military
troops and equipment either inside or just outside of Germany, the
"group A" OP's for the Warsaw Pact include a set of eleven rail
junctions just cutside of Germany, along with the three largest
ports of the Federal Republic, Together, these fourteen transpor-
tation centers form the Priority I posts of List A,

List A also contains nine United States and two Canadian port
complexes., The United States port complexes include all those with
a general cargo handling capacity greater than 50,000 long tons
a day, and together make up almost 70% of the general cargo handling
capacity of the United States. The two Canadian ports are the
largest in the East and in the West. By having (Warsaw Pact)
observation posts in these eleven port complexes, any secret move-
ment of military supplies from the United States to our NATO allies
would have to be loaded in our smaller ports. While a military
build-up in Europe using our smaller ports would not be impossible,
it would be more difficult, more time-consuming, and easler to
detect by unilateral means.

List B contains a main list and an alternate list. The main
list contains transportation centers of sufficient importance such
that a permanent observation post in warranted even when air sur-
veillance is available., This list is intended to be used if such
air mobility is negotiable.

In Europe these posts supplement the barrier posts near the
German border with a capability to monitor major ports where
armaments might be delivered to the Continent, 1In the United
States these posts extend the system of port surveillance to pro-
vide better coverage of shipping facilities. With this group of
port complexes added to the first group, almost 90% of the general &
cargo handling capacity of the United States would be covered by OP's, "

e —
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The alternate list is based on the assumption that air
surveillance cannot be negotiated. This list is substantially
longer since the absence of aerial surveillance makes the job
more difficult, Again, principle ports are the main objects of
observation., Geographically, the area monitored is extended to
include the U.K., Norway, and Denmark in the Priority I portion
of this 1list. In addition mcre U.,S, ports are included to
limit various routes by which armed forces and equipment could be
shipped over to Europe without being monitored, and almost 96% of
the general cargo handling capacity of the United States would
be covered,

The second priority portion of this alternate list extends
coverage to almost all major U,S., and European ports. It also
extends coverage to some major rail centers in Europe. ‘

List C (bases for air surveillance teams) contains ten posts
in the United States and eight in NATO Europe. Those in the U,S,
are placed in or near major urban areas and are so distributed
over the country that they should provide adequate aerial coverage.
In Europe the eight bases are all national capitals in analogy
with the approach used in the Satellites, However, to limit the
list, not all NATOC capitals have been listed. For example, there
seems to be no real need for aerial surveillance in Iceland or
Portugal, while in the Lowlands one post should be adequate.

List D contains NATO airbases. The first priority list
includes 20 major U,S., bases. This is more than the 15 in the
corvesponding 17,5, 1list, on the assumption that the Soviets would
place greater emphasis on air bases. The 37 bases in the first
and second pricrity lists include all B-52 bases in the .S,

The third priority section of this list tabulates the NATO
alr bases that are equipped with attack squadrcens. The list starts
with the British V Bomber squadrons and the 1I.S, bases in the U.K,
These, are fcllowed by France, the low countries, Germany, Scandinavia,
Itaiy,"Turkey and Grecce in that order, with foreign bases generally
associated with those of the host country,

The fourth priority group contains U.S. medium bomber bases.,

e
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SUMMARY OF LISTS OF OBSERVATION POST LOCATIONS

LIST
A 14
11

B 20
34

37

20

C 19
5

D 20

17
53
11

IN NATO COUNTRIES

PAGE

Border Barrier Posts, Priority I
U.S. and Canadian Port Complexes, Priority
11

European, U.S. and Canadian Ports, Priority
I

European, U.S. and Canadian Ports, Priority
I-A ‘

Euvropean Ports and Rail Centers, Priority
II-A

J.S. and Canadian Ports, Priority II-A

U.S. Bases for Mobile Teams, Type 1
European Bases for Mobile Teams, Type IT

U.S. Airfields, Priority I

U.S. Airfields, Priority Il
Evrosean Airfields, Priority I1I1
1,8, Airfields, Priority IV

K ¢ L
e AV
p——r
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DISTRIBUTTON OF OBSERVATION POSTS BY LOCATION

Warsaw Pact OP's in NATO @ountries

Priority I II I

Countiy

France

Luxembourg

‘Belgium

Netherlands
Denmark

Norway

United Kingdom
German Fed. Rep.
Italy |
Greece

Turkey
U.S.
Canada

TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

List A B
IA TIA I
4 - 2 3 11
1 - = e o=
1 - 2 3 -
4 - 2 2 2
1 - - 1 1
- = - 1 3
- - 3 3 5
3 - 1 1 3
w = = = B
- - = 3
« = = 3
-~ 9 10 18 16
- 2 - 2 4
14 11 20 34 57
14 25 20 34 91
et

IT

10

10

18

D

I

20

20

20

IT

37
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TLLUSTRATIVE LIST OF TRANSPORTATION CENTERS FOR MONITORING

L]

=
ovoo~SNounm P wWwN
°

©

l_l
'—.\
L

12,

'—J'—l
>~ w
» L]

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20,
21,
22.
23,
24,
25,

MILITARY TRAFFIC INTO THE GERMAN FEDERAL REPUBLIC

Observation Post

Mulhouse, France
Strasbourg, France
Nancy, France

Metz, France
Luxembourg, Luxembourg
Liege, Belgium
Endhoven, Netherlands
Arnhem, Netherlands

Zwolle, Netherlands

Groningen, Netherlands
Tinglev, Denmark

Hamburg, Germany
Bremerhaven, Germany
Bremen, Germany

New York, U.S.

Norfolk, Newport News, U.S.

Priority

[ o B o e I s B T e B B o O TR o B o B B B e B

o B o |

San Francisco, Alameda, Oakland, Richmond,

Mare Island, U.S.
Philadelphia, U.S.
New Orleans, U.S.
Baltimore, U.S. .
Boston, U.S.
Long Beach, Los Angeles, U.S.
Seattle, Tacoma, Bremerton, U.S.
Montreal, Canada
Vancouver, Canada

L B e B o B o |
=

-
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TLLUSTRATIVE LISTS OF SUPPLEMENTARY TRANSPORTATION CENTERS

City and Country Priority
1. Marseille, France I
2, Bordeaux, France I
3, Antwerp, Belgium I
4., Brussels, Belgium I
5. Rotterdam, Netherlands I
6. Amsterdam, Netherlands 1
7. Kiel, Germany 1
8, Bristol, U.K. I
9. Liverpool, U.K, I
10. Portsmouth, U.K. I
11. Charleston, U.S. I
12, Duluth, Superior, U.S. I
13, Chicago, U.S. I
14, Houston, U.S, I
15. Calveston, U.S. 1
16, Mobile, U.S. I
17. Savannah, U.S. I
18. San Diego, U.S. I
' 19, Portland (Ore.), Vancouver (Wash.), U.S. I
20, Detroit, U.S. I
1. Marseille, France IA
2. Bordeaux, France IA
3. Antwerp, Belgium IA
4 Brussels, Belgium 1A
5. Rotterdam, Netherlands 1A
6. Amsterdam, Netherlands 1A
7. Kiel, Germany 1A
8. Bristol, U.K. 1A
9. Liverpool, U.K. 1A
10, Portsmouth, U.K. IA
11, LeHavre, France 1A
12. Chent, Belgium 1A
13. Oslo, Norway . .. . . . 1A
14. Copenhagen, Denmark 1A
15, Charleston, U.S. TA
.. 16, Duluth, Superior, U.S. IA
., 17, Chicago, U.S. TA
“ '1.8s  Houston, U.S, TA
19. Galveston, U.S. IA
20. Mobile, U.S. IA

et hiib—
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LIST B (Cont'd) -9 -
City and Country Priority
21, Savannah, U,S. IA
22, San Diego, U.S. IA
23, Portland (Ore.), Vancouver (Wash,), U.S. IA
24, Detroit, U.S. TA
25, Port Arthur, Canada IA
26, Buffalo, U.S. 1A
27, Hamilton, Canada IA
28, Orange (Tex.), U.So IA
29, Corpus Christi, U.S. IA
36. Key West, U.S. . IA
31. Jacksonville, U,S. IA
32, Cleveland, U,S. IA
33. Milwaukee, U.S. IA
34, Tampa, U.S. IA
35, Wilhelmshaven, Germany IIA
36. Glasgow, UK ITIA
37. Bergen, Norway IIA
38. Aarhus, Denmark ITA
39, Rouen, France ITA
40, Paris, France IIA
41, Utrecht, Netherlands I1IA
42, Lyon, France ITA
43, Reims, France 11A
44, Apeldoorn, Netherlands IIA
45, Myrdal, Norway IIA
46, Brest, France I1A
47, Toulon, France ITA
48, Emden, Germany ITIA
49, Lubeck, Germany ITA
50, Plymouth, UK ITA
51, Southampton, UK IIA
52. Trondheim, Norway ITA
53. Genna, Ltaly IIA
54, Naples, Italy 1IA
55. Venice, Italy ITA
56, Dijon, France ITA
57« Amiens, France ITA
58, Dunkirk, France ITA
59, Cherbourg, France T ITA
60. Belfast, UK R IIA
P-
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LIST B (Cont'd) - 10 -
City and Country Priority ¢
61. Cardiff, UK ITA 1 5
62. Rome, Italy ITA £
63. Istanbul, Turkey ITA .
64. Ankara, Turkey I11A Tk
65. Athens, Creece IIA -
66, Salonika, Greece 1IA i
67. Bologna, Italy IIA !
68. Milan, Italy IIA %
69, LeMans, France IIA 5
70. Piraives, Greece IIA i
71, Izmir, Turkey ITA ;
72, Providence, R.I., U.S. IIA
73. Pertland, Me,, U.S. IIA
T4, Pensacola, U.S. IIA
75, Sunny Peint, N.C., U.S, 1IA
76. Toledo, U.S. I7A
77 . Brownsville, U,S, IIA
78. Stockton, Calif., U.S, IIA
79, Portsmouth, U.S. IIA
80, Lake Charles, U.S. IIA
81. Halifax, Canada IIA
82, Sault Ste, Marie, Canada I1A
83. Penn Manor, Pa,, U.S. ITA
84, Port Arthur, Texas, U.S. 1IA
85. Toronto, Canada IIA
86, Panama City, U.S. ITA
87. Wilmington, N,C., U.S, ITA
88, Quebec, Canada 1IA
89. New London, Conn,, U.S, IIA
90, Albany, N.Y., U.S. IIA
91, Aberdeen, Wash,, U.S. IIA

annfiihlt—
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13,
14,
15,
16,
17.
18,
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Pavis, France
The Hague, Netherlands
Oslo, Norway
London, UK
Copenhagen, Devmark
Rome, Ttaly
Avkara, Turkey
Athens, Greoce
Albany, N.Y., U.S.

Pittaburgh, U.S,.

Atlanta, ©U.S.
St, Louis, U.S,
Minneapnlis/St.Paul, U.S.
Dallas/Fort Worth, U.S,
Deuver, U.S.
Miles City, Montana, U.S.

Sacramento,; U,S,

Spokane, U.5.
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LIST D - 12 -

ILLUSTRATIVE LIST OF OBSERVATION POSTS AT U.S. AND
NATO AIR BASES

Name = Country Priority .
1. Castle AFB, U.S. 1
2. Loring AFB, U.S. I
3, Walker AFB, U.S. I
4, Westover AFB, U.S. I
5. Carswell AFB, U.S. I
6., Altus AFB, U.S. I
7. Amarillo AFB, U.S. I
8. Barksdale AFB, U.S. I
9, Beale AFB, U.S. I
10. Bergstrom AFB, U.S. I
11. Biggs AFB, U, S I
12, Blythev1lle AFB, U.S. I
13, Clinton-Sherman AFB, U.S. I
14, Columbus AFB, U.S. I
15, Dow AFB, U.S. I
16, Dyess AFB, U.S. I
17. Eglin AFB, U.S. I
18, FEllsworth AFB, U.S. I
19, Fairchild AFB, U.S. I
20. Glasgow AFB, U.S. I
21, Grand Forks AFB, U.S. II
22, Griffiss AFB, U.S. 11
23, Homestead AFB, U.S. IT
24, K, I. Sawyer AFB, U.S. It
25. Kincheloe AFB, U.S. 11
26, Larson AFB, U.S. II
27. March AFB, U.S. : IT
28, Mather AFB, U.S, II
29, McCoy AFB, U.S. 1T
30, Minot AFB, U.S. 11
31, Robins AFB, U.S. IT
32, Seymour AFB, U.S. 11
33, Sheppard AFB, U.S. IT
34. Travis AFB, U.S. 11
35. ; Tyrner AFB, U.S. II
36. .Wr;ght -Patterson AFB, U.S. 1T
37. Wurtsmith AFB, U.S. IT
38. Scampton, U.K. 111
39, Waddington, U.K. 11T
40. Conlngsby, U K_ - ITI
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LIST D (Cont'd) - 13 -

\
Name =- Country L . Priority
41. Markham, U.K. I1I
42, Cottlesmore, U.K. I1I
43, Honington, U.K. IIT
44, Wittering, U.K. III
45, Wethersfield, U.S. (U.K.) I11
46. Woodbridge, U.S. (U.K.) 111
47. Lakenheath, U.S. (U.K.) I11
48. Bentwaters, U.S. (U.K.) I11
49, Kleine Brogel, Belgium I11
50. Florennes, Belgium 11T
51, Volkel, Netherlands I1I
52. Kindhoven, Netherlands ITI
53, St. Dizier, France III
54, Luxeuil, France I1I
55.. Metz, France ' - I1T
56. Nancy Ochey, France ITT
57. Bodo, Norway I1I
58. Rugge, Norway I1I
59, Orland, Norway III
60. Karup, Denmark 111
61. Skrydstrup, Denmark I11
62. Husum, Germany ITI
63. Buchel, Germany . ' I1I
64, Noervenich, Germany I1I -
65. Lechfeld, Germany I1I
66. Memmingen, Germany ' 111
67. Hopsten, Germany 11T
68. Bitberg, U.S. (Germany) I1I
69. Spangdahlem, U.S. (Germany) I11
70. Hahn, U.S. (Germany) ‘ 11T
71. Zweibrucken, Canada (Germany) I11
72. Geilenkirchen, U.K. (Germany) I1I
73. Laarbruch, U.K. (Germany) 111
74. Wildenrath, U.K. (Germany) IT1
75. Bruggen, U.K. (Germany) 11T
76. Lahr, France (Germany) ITI
77. Bremergarten, France (Germany) 111
78, Ghedi, Italy I1I
79. Remini, Italy s I1T
80. Aviano, U.S. (Italy) 111
81, Tanagra, Greece ITI
82. Souds, Greece I1I
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LIST D (Cont'd)

83.
84,
85,
86.
87.
88.
89.
90,
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.

Name =- Country

Araxos, Greece
Andravida, Greece
Eskisehir, Turkey
Bandirma, Turkey
Balikesir, Turkey
Diyarbakir, Turkey
Gigli, U.S. (Turkey)
Incirlik, U.S. (Turkey)
Lincoln AFB, U.S.

Lockbourne AFB, U.S.

Pease AFB, U.S.
Bunkerhill AFB, U.S.
Davis Monthan AFB, U.S.
Forbes AFB, U.S.

Little Rock AFB, U.S.
Mountain Home AFB, U.S.
Plattsburgh AFB, U.S.
Schilling AFB, U.S.
Whiteman AFB, U.S.

LIS R

- 14 -
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Priority

ITI1
ITI
ITI
IIT
ITI
ITI
IT1
IT1
IV
Vv
Iv
IV
IV
1V
IV
IV
Vv
IV
1Y
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ANNEX D {

OBSERVER TEAMS WITH FOREIGN TROOP UNITS IN GERMANY

A, PURPOSE

The purpose of this Annex is to describe a desirable system
of observer teams with foreign troop units in Germany. The
modalities described herein are intended to illustrate an
acceptable system, but should not be considered minimum require-
ments for acceptability.

B. BACKGROUND

In a public address in Moscow on July 19; 1963, Premier
Rhrushchev stated: '

"We would also be ready to hold talks with the Western
powers on such an agreement: the Western powers could
have their representatives with the Soviet troops
stationed in the German Democratic Republic, and we,

in turn, would have our representatives with the

troops of the Western powers, stationed in West Germany."

S. K. Tsarsphin, the USSR delegate, commented as follows
on this proposal to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference
on August 16, 1963:

"There is much to be said for the proposal (ENDC/113,
page 3) to send representatives of the Soviet Union to the
troops of the Western powers in Western Cermany in
exchange feor the sending of their representatives to the
Soviet troops stationed in the German Democratic Republic.
This measure seems to us to be all the more expedient,
because it would be carried out in that part of Europe
where the troops of the two groupings of states~-=NATO
on the one hand and the Warsaw Treaty on the other--are
facing each other., It is not necessary to be a

w55 7 highly-qualified military specialist to understand that it

' is in that area that any preparations for a surprise

attack would be particularly noticeable, Furthermore,

R GROUP 3

Downgraded at 12 year intervals; not
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any movement of troops and military equipment in that
area, even if it is not connected with preparations
for an attack, might naturally give rise to suspicion,
and consequently, to counter-measures by the armed
forces on the other side of the line of demarcation
between the two military groupings. Thus, the sending
of Soviet representatives to the military forces of
the Western powers in Western Germany, in exchange
for the sending of representatives of the Western
powers to the Soviet troops stationed in the German
Democratic Republic, might to some extent contribute
toward the easing of the situation in that part of
Europe.'" (ENDC/PV. 152, pages 16-17)

This concept was elaborated upon in detail by Soviet General
N. A, Talensky at the unofficial international Pugwash Conference
in Yugoslavia in September, 1963. General Talensky proposed that
Western observers should live with and eat with Soviet forces
at the regiment level, in order to be in a good position to
discover any changes in the normal routine of the troops.
According to the cfficial press release issued by the Pugwash
Conferences:

"Military officers from each side should be stationed
and should reside with the troops of the other side
within the agreed areas., These officers would have
adequate means of communication with their own
governments, It was suggested that the details
should be worked out by military experts of the
countries cencerned,"

C. GENERAL CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVES

The basic objectives of stationing observers with troop
units parallel many of the objectives of observation post
systems, By supplying early warning of military activities, the
observers could increase the time available for responses
designed to prevent the outbreak of hostilities and improve the

”gegpabilities for defense. The observer system could help

promote increased military stability in Europe, because they
7 poa
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would contribute more toward each side's defensive capabilities,
than toward its offensive capabilities. By providing reliable,
timely information during an international crisis, they could
reduce the risks of war through misunderstanding of the military
posture of the other side. _ '

—

In general, observers with troop units in the forward
areas complement the capabilities of observation posts monitoring
transportation centers far from the lines of confrontation.
While the observation posts can give early warning of reinforce-
ments moving toward the forward areas, the observers with the
forward troop units could provide early warning of concerted
activity which might indicate imminent harassment or attack.

Soviet observers with our troops would certainly obtain
some information that we now try to keep secret; however, such
l1oss of Western infecrmation would be adequately compensated by
comparable acquisition of presently unavailable data on Soviet
forces,

There are at present only 13 divisiocns of foreign troops
in West Germany, while the USSR maintains 20 divisions in East
Germany. 7The USSR may be unwilling to accept reciprocal observer
teams with such a large disparity in the numbers of teams on each
side., Possibly, this asymetry could be lessened by permitting
the USSR to have an equal total number of observers; for example,
the USSR might have 6 observers with each division in West Germany,
while the West might have 3 observers with each division in the
Satellite countries. This would be based in part upon the fact
that each Western division consists of nearly twice as many men
as deoes a Soviet division,

D. ILLUSTRATIVE MODALITIES

Although the West should maintain some flexibility in its
negotiating pesition with the Soviet Union on observers with troop
units, we should do more than merely respond to the detailed
proposals which may be made by the USSR, The usefulness of such
an observer system will depend very strongly on the modalities,
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such as communication facilities, freedom of access, number of
observers and where they are stationed., The system described

below would be acceptable and might be used as a basis for an

initial Western proposal to the Soviet Union,

1. Nature of Teams

The observers in West Germany should all be Soviet
officers, and the observers in East Germany should all be
officers of either the U,S., the U.K. or France. This Four
Power basis is preferable so as to avoid any dealings with the
East German regime,

It should be agreed that whenever any additional divisions
of foreign troops enter Germany, the other side would be
notified immediately, so that observer teams could be dispatched.

The number of observers in each team should be at least
three, so as to permit adequate back~up in case of illness, :
possible need for a 24-hour alert, emergency communication problems, v
or other contingencies,

The observers should be provided with living quarters
near the division headquarters, preferably in the same quarters
as are needed by the officers of the division headquarters staff,
The observers should eat with the division headquarters officers,
and in general, be treated as guests in a manner similar to that
customary for Allied liaison officers.,

TETERTOIR UM o2

2. Access and Privileges

The observers should be free to travel either by foot
or by automobile anywhere they wish throughout the division com-
pound, and also throughout any areas occupied by the troops of the
division during maneuvers or redeployment. In addition, the
observers should be free to travel along public roads, and any other
areas open to the general public., The only restriction on their
movements should be that they are not allowed into certain buildings
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which might be considered military ''sanctuaries.'" These would
g y

include command posts, storage sites for special weapons,
airplane hangars, and other buildings containing military equip-
ment, The observers should have, in other respects, privileges
and immunities similar to those enjoyed by military liaison
officers attached to embassies.

3, Communications

The observers should have the freedom to communicate
by long-distance, commercial telephome to their headquarters at
any time, The actual reporting schedule used by each side wculd
depend on its evaluation of the current situation.

To illustrate a typical reporting program, each team
might report to its headquarters twice each day at staggered times.
The Western headquarters would thus receive one scheduled report
about every 30 minutes, The reports could be authenticated with
a code word so as not to depend exclusively on voice recognition
for authentication, Each observer team should have its own private
commercial telephone line installed at its living quarters,

If the headquarters fails to receive a report within,
say, 15 minutes of the scheduled time, the headquarters will
attempt to contact both the observer team and many other teams,
It should be part of the agreement that in case satisfactory
contact cannot be made by the headquarters with any significant
number of teams through normal commercial telephone channels™
for any reason, other side's central military headquarters in
Germany will provide, upon request, emergency radio communications
with the observers within 30 minutes. Failure to provide
satisfactory contact with several teams would hence constitute
prompt early warning of ncn-cooperation at a high ievel of
authority.

E, CONCLIISTONS

A system of effective observer teams with foreign troop

'““. units in Eurcpe would be highly desirable in promoting

increased military stability iimi:@entral Europe. Because the

L
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capability for mounting a surprise attack will be severely .
limited by the presence of these observers, the.observers will
help to deter a country from initiating a surprise gttack,'or
failing that, will provide an early warning which will as§1st the
other side to repel the attack. If it is assumed that neither
side plans any offensive motion, then the observer teams can

be considered a method of mutual reassurance.
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ANNEX E

OPERATIONAL MODALITIES FOR OBSERVATION POSTS

(to be supplied at a later date)
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ANNEX F
SUMMARY OF PAST DISCUSSIONS OF OBSERVATION POSTS

. e R EAR  Slldats 3

The question of "ground control posts" to guard against
surprise attack was extensively discussed in the Disarmament
Subcommittee and in summit correspondence during the period
1955-1957. The Soviet Union initiated the discussion by »
including in the second stage of a general disarmament plan L
the establishment of control posts at large ports, railway
junctions, main highways, and airfields in the last stage of
its comprehensive disarmament plan of May 10, 1955. The Soviet
Union said that the control posts were intended to prevent
surprise attack by a violator who might succeed in secretly
accumulating nuclear weapons stocks in spite of other provi-
sions of the Treaty.

The United States responded by proposing the "open-skies"
plan at the Geneva summit meeting of 1955. This plan for
reciprocal aerial reconnalssance of the Soviet Union and the
United States and the exchange of military blueprints between ;
the two countries was completely separable and did not provide 1
for the reduction of forces or armaments. Spelling out the ;
plan in later negotiatiomns, the US proposed the use of §
ground observers to verify information on military establish- ;
ments. It also offered to extend coverage to foreign countries
where American forces were stationed, with the consent of the :
governments involved. §

The Soviets rejected the open-skies plan because it did
not provide for disarmament and might be used for intelligence
purposes. At first the USSR refused to consider aerial inspec-
tion until the final stage of disarmament, but on November 17,
1956, Premier Bulganin proposed to President Eisenhower aerial
inspection in a zone 800 kilometers east and west of the line
of demarcation between NATO and Warsaw Treaty Forces in Europe
as well as ground control posts 1in this area linked with
measures of disarmament. The West felt that this did not
include enough Soviet territory, and the Soviets took the
position that Western counterproposals moving the median line
east of the actual line of demarcation were unacceptable. In
the 1957 negotiations in the Disarmament Subcommittee, however,
they offered to enlarge their Europecan zone and also suggested
zones covering the Far Eaﬁprgnd the Western United States.
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Al i he Gonewva carprise -antack conference (L958) the
Sovict Unton described the ceographic areas where the posts
would be docated. L proposed D8 pasls 1N soviet-bloc
Conii Taen anchodine O pusis o (he USSR, ns acainst D4 posis
1 Lhe NATO e Bashidad Pagt couniiles, including 6 posts 1n
the tnetedd S aies Aseliolds were still excluded. unless the
Wesl avreed o prehibit nuclear weapens.  bach post would be
mannced by three oy fout GffLcers from each side, and the
anciilary persennel would be provided by the host country.
The post Comuarndey wortld 4lse be a host-country officer.

The Sovietr Union aise proposed extension of 1ts Euvopean
acrial-mnspection cone Lo covel rhe Baghdad Tact ccuntries,
Gl 1o proposod ooone crhera reduction of foreign trcocops in
SOrOne I a0 Rapavive Ly oo nUaclear-iree mone in Central Europe.

The Sovier Unaen aid not renoaunce LTs previous proposals
when it faunched wus general and complete disarmament plan
in 1659, bur v showed Jittle interest in Western proposals
to study the garprisce 4 tack preblem in the Ten Nation Com--
mitfee . and Lt rejecied n American proposal for UN aerial
survelliance advanced atter the U-2 episode.

[n Seprembec 1961 the Soviet Union submitted an cight-
polnt memorandum e {he Generai Assembly in which it advocated
early action on a4 numbet of partiil measures., including ground
control posts to prevent surprise atcack. The memorandum did
not expiicicly Link the contral posts to other disarmament
measures. butr stared that it "might be accompanied" by reduction
of forces and armamentcs and the cventual withdrawal of forces
from the demarcacicn Llino.

The US disarmament program of September 25, 1961, contained
a provision for ground posts as surprise-attack safeguards, and
this was also included 1n the US Basic Treaty Outline submitted
ro the Eighteen Nition Committee on April 18, 1962. The Soviet
drait disarmament (reaty . Oh the other hand, did not contaln
aMy SIMLEar provisions 1S attempts to bring aboul a dis-
cussion of the ground poscs and other rist-of-war measures were
unsuccessful.  The Soviet representative now tock the position
that the Soviet memorandum of 1961 linked the ground postS with
arms reducrionts.

SRR

The Soviot nion added tirst-stace riglkspf-war measures
to iis dratt tvecty on July Ehy joso . but 1t did not include
ANy provislions bor cround or alr inspect iou against surprisc
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attack. The Soviet representative explained that other first-
stage measures included in the draft treaty would eliminate
the nuclear threat and thereby effectively make strategic
surprise impossible.

On December 12, 1962, the United States submitted a !
working paper on risk of war (ENDC/70 based on DMP 17/1) which 5
included a provision for observation posts at key transportation
centers, possibly including necertain significant airfields."

In July 1963 Khrushchev urged the West '"to revert to our
proposals made as early as 1958 to take some measures to pre-
vent surprise attack." However, when the United States
Representative to the ENDC indicated on August 16, 1963 that
the United States was prepared to accept an arrangement limited
solely to a system of ground observation posts, the Soviet
Representative reiterated that such an arrangement must be
combined with "certain partial disarmament measures,' He went
on to state that the USSR was now prepared to accept control
posts at airfields, but that the question of aexial photo-
graphy, which had been included in the 1958 Soviet proposals,
"no longer arises today.'" He concluded by stating that certain
other "reasonable modifications" could also be made in the
Soviet proposal, but showed no interest in the US approach.




